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PREFACE. 


In these pages an attempt has been made to give a 
systematic presentation of post-Sathkara dialectics of the 
Advaita-Vedánta. The work is substantially based upon my 
thesis approved for the Degree of Doctorate in Philosophy by ` 
the Calcutta University in 1933. 

Advaita-Vedinta may be studied purely from a religious, 
standpoint as an intuitive principle of realisation as well ав 
conceptual dialectics. In the former aspect, it unfolds to us the 
highest art of life, brings solace in affliction and holds out a 
promise of self-realisation and transcendental bliss. It is also a 
science of thinking, abounding in philosophie boldness and in 
this respect it has exhibited the keenest logical subtleties and 
is on the same footing with the Science of Reasoning. Though 
the Vedántic teachers render allegiance to the infallibility of the 
Sruti, still, the free natural growth of Philosophie thinking has 
not been checked in the Vedanta literature. And in the history 
of the development of Vedántie concepts, the more we advance 
the more we are impressed by the diversity of thoughts, the 
complexity of concepts and tho subtlety of reasoning. Advaitism 
in its later development has become the pyramid of conceptual 
construction. Contributions of Srtharsa, Citsukha and Madhusa- 
dana, open a new era in the domain of the Advaita-Vedánta and 














add а new page in the history of the development of monistic 

i Contributions of the Neo-Vedantic teachers have novel 

features which originate a new form of dialectology to test the 
wth edina concepti sod tios snake, tha анаша 
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opposing sister schools so as to expose their untenability on the 
ground of their inherent contradictions and antinomies. This 
paved the way for the establishment of their own position on n 
sound logical basis which was made stronger still by a further 
dialectical refutation of the charges and criticisms that might 
coneeivably be levelled by the opponents against their own 

'edántie dialectic has thus a twofold destruo- 
tive-constructive aspect—refutation of the opponents’ thesis and 
the establishment of the true Vedántic position by a refutation of 
its refutation by the opponent. In some teachers, the former, 
destructive or offensive, aspect is predominant while in others 
there is a harmonious combination of destruction with con- 
struction. Madhusüdana in his Adoaitasiddhi is mainly pro- 
Occupied with a refutation of Vyasar&ja's Nyayanırta almost line 
by line and Sriharga in his Khandanakhandakhadya is more busy 
in demolishing the Nydya-Vaisegika categories than in propound- 
ing his own thesi; ukbicaryya however in bis monumental 
‘Lattva-pradipika tries to hold the balance even between these two 
aspects. ‘These three thinkers carry post-Sarhkara dialectic to 
the perfection and predominance it bas reached in Indian 
thought. Hence in the present study these three remarkable 
dialecticians have come in for attention, 

"The present volume comprises eight chapters bearing шу 
оп the epistemology of post-Sarnkara thought. Of eight chapters, 
the first three deal with fhe nature and validity of knowledge and 
‘the next five are concerned mainly with an explanation of , 

рой 


ср nature of knowledge bus been 
8 ера - problems involved. 
p the fondamental problem of 
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its validity. n I developing the definition, mainly following 
Citsukhücaryya an attempt bas been made to show how by an 
inner dialectic movement, thought arrives at the most perfect 
definition of its object by discovering and discarding the inherent 
contradictions of inadequate definitions. With regard to th 
validity of the conception, it has been shown how Vedantic 
thinkers establish their position by a dialectical refutation of the 
opponent's arguments in such a perfectly Socratic manner as to 
lead gradually and inevitably to its establishment on an 
irrefutable logical basis. The third chapter js concerned with 
the validity of knowledge, and deals mainly with the formidable 
arguments of the Navya-Ny&ya school as represented by Gangesa 
in his Tattvacintàmani and discusses how the Mimirhsi and 
Vedanta schools refute the neo-logicians by their own dialecti 
In the fourth chapter, Sriharsa's famous dialectic in the 

refutation of the Niiya-Vaisesika categories has been studied 
while the fifth and sixth chapters deal with Madhusüdan: 
refutation of Vyñsari rguments against the Vedintic concep- 
tion of the universe as unreal. Epistemology of illusion or 
Adhyasa has been discussed in the seventh chapter where an 
attempt bas been made to study the monistic theory of illusion 
or super-imposition in a comparative way by analysing different 
theories of illusion advanced by the sister schools of Indian 
Philosophy. The last chapter deals with Nescience or Avidya 
and the famous anupapattis of Rāmānuja and the charges of 
Mádhva have been examined and an effort has been made to show 
how the Advaita-teachers refute their opponents by their irre- 
sistible dialecti and finally establish their own position on the 
“bedrock of irrefutable logie. ` 

Lowe an apology to students of modern philosophy for my 
. following the logical technique of origival authors whose views 


been represented by me in this book. This will, I am 
, give an undesirable impression of scholasticism, the days 
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Wanted to present to the modern scholar the growih of dialectics 
in orthodox Vedanta with all its strength and purity and in the 
second place I was apprehensive that to make an attempt to 
Present the arguments of these old dialecticians in the current 
Philosophical terminology might serve to give a wrong version 
of our ancient thought. The temptation of using the terminology 
of European Philosophy was too great for me; but I mustered 
courage enough to shun the risk of presenting a distorted account. 
I preferred to leave the old philosophers speak for themselves 
in their own forceful diction with all their terminological 
resources and I could not dare to put a modern garb on them, 
because I do not possess the skill and art which will make our 
ancient thinkers appear in a modern rôle, It is too much to 
expect that highly technical works like those I have followed 
ав шу model can be made easily intelligible and popular. These 
speculations have got an appeal and interest for the select few 
and I shall deem my labours amply rewarded if the present 
endeavour serves to create an interest in the Indian philosophical 
speculations in circles of scholars whose knowledge of Sanskrit 

not equal to tackling the original texts. I had all along 


counted on the indulgence of my prospective readers and I appeal 

to them to tread the tangled path of ancient dialectios with me 

with patience and sympathy and to treat with indulgence and 

charity of heart the deficiencies and drawbacks which are 

inevitable in a pioneer attempt. 

.. The branch of study, which forms the subject-matter of the 
clear and. ут 








PREPACE xi 


subject во vast and complex. The hope, however, is entertained 
that in future, labour of competent scholars will serve Чо com- 
plete the edifice the foundation of which is sought to be laid 
here—a long-felt desideratum of Vedantic epistemology. 

I shall be failing in my duty if I do not take this opportu“ 
nity to place on record my deep sense of gratitude to Raja 
Prafullanath Tagore of Pathuriagbata, the enlightened Zemindar 
of Idilpur Pergana, my native place, and Babu Rukmininath 
Dutt Chaudhury, Zemindar of the Hatkhola Dutt family, 
Calcutta, but for whose munificence and ungrudging financial 
help Т could not dream of completing my University education, 
Mr. Dutt has all along been an elder brother to me and I am 
not paying a conventional compliment to him in saying that 
Without his encouragement and exhortation I would not have 
thought of carrying researches in Indian Philosophy and if 
there is even the slightest merit in my researches the credit 
belongs entirely to him as my patron, friend, philosopher and 
guide. I must offer my sinckrest thanks to my esteemed friends 
and colleagues, Prof. Gopalchandra Bhattacharjee, M.A., Professor 
of Philosophy, В. М. College, Barisal, and Dr. Satkari Mookerjee, 
M.A., Ph.D., Lecturer, Calcutta University, for their ungrudging 
help and co-operation and valuable suggestions for the improve- 
ment of both language and thought of my present work in the 
manuscript. 

I take this opportunity to express my sincere gratitude 

to my Professor, Dr. М. N. Sarkar, M.A., Pb.D., now Professor 

of Philosophy, Presidency College, for the encouragement and help- 

ful suggestions he so affectionately extended to me in connection 

Be eres can Т must also record my sense of obligation 

to Pr Radbakysnan, Kt, M.A., D.Litt, Vice- 

aia Mdb University, for bis kind patronage and 
encouragement. Fin 











I am highly indebted to Dr. 8. №. 
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and his weighty suggestions for the improvement of the 
work. > 

Loffer my cordial thanks to Syamaprasad Mookerjee, Esq., 
M.A., B.L., Bar-at-Law, M.L.C., Bharati, Vice-Chancellor, 
Calcutta University, for the kind patronage and encouragement I 
have received from him and for his kind provision for the publica~ 
tion of my work by the Calcutta University. My sincere thanks 
are due to Мг. Atul Chandra Ghatak, M.A., Superintendent of the 
University Press, Mr. Bhupendralal Banerjee, Printer and Mr. 
Kalipada Das, B.A., and the other members of the staff of tho 
University Press for their hearty co-operation and care in the 
speedy publication of my work. To Mr. Dineshchandra Guha, 
Vedantatirtha and Mr. Ramendra Chandra Bhattacharyya, 
Kabyatirtha, my students in the Post-Graduate classes, belongs 
the credit of preparing the word-index and my cordial thanks 
are due to them. 
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Nature or KxowLepor. 


In the philosophy of Sarkara two lines of thought run. 
parallel to each other, the one is epistemological and the other 
is metaphysical. In Sarkara epistemology has been distinct 
from the transcendental metaphysics, for by the very nature of 
his philosophy the theory of knowledge has been distinguished 
from the conception of being. No doubt, in Satikura being 
is intuition, but that is in a transcendental sense- Phe theory of 
knowledge is a theory of empiric cognition. Although the 
| Hegelian dictum, * whatever is, is consciousness" is accepted 

' Sarükara in entirety, yot Sarükara differs from Hegel when 












fulness. Hegel 's Absolute is here pure logical 
i of reason in human mind, therefore, 
dialectic expression of being and» 


Bergeon differs from Hegel in- 
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not going through a dialectic expression to reach its fulness. 
Samkara is emphatic that the process of dialectic expression 
is concretisation of being and does not express its absolute 
character. Absoluteness and concrete expressions are not 
compatible. Being is an ever-accomplished fact and not an 
accomplishing process and it is at the same time transcendental 
intuition shining by itself without implying any process of 
knowledge. Tntui in Bergson is akin to instinct. Bergson 
secs the limitation of conceptual thinking and how it fails to 
penetrate the heart of reality. He has, therefore, made a clear 
distinction between intuitive insight and conceptual thinking. 
But intuition in Bergson is apparently а psychological process 
and hardly approaches the transcendental intuition of бакага. 
Bergson bas in lim a touch of dualism inasmuch as he draws 
a distinction between intuition and reality. But Sarhkora’ 
system does not suffer from such a dualism, In him intuition 
Tê identical with reality and is not a process of apprehending 
it. Sarhkara, therefore, differs from Hegel in characterising 
reality as super-logical and from Bergson in cbaracterising 
reality as ultimately intuition and throwing away all dis- 
tinctions between. reality and intuition. Intuition is not only 
the faculty of the soul, but the transcendental truth. In 
Sarkara psychology and metaphysics have met together in 
affirming intuition as the ultimate truth. Psychology realises - 
this in its highest flight of consciousness and metaphysics accepts - 
itas the ultimate affirmation of knowledge and the highest pitch 

. of being. Тһе two fundamental faculties of 

1 vig., intuition and reason, accept being as unmodified, ever- 
accomplished fact; which is also consciousness, 
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and objective conseiousness. The one receives impressi 
the other finds out their implications. But sense-impressions 
or the implications of reason are not illuminated in themselves 
"They are illuminated by the ever-accomplished fact of conscious- 
ness, Each of them, therefore, preaupposes something which 
they cannot reveal, far less establish. In fact, the senses 
and reason are faculties directed towards the reception and 
examination of experience but not competent to establish truth. 
Sorhkara, has, no doubt, founda place for enlightened reason, 
for logic according to him has a negative result, and reason in 
its ordinary implications is involved in antinomies, though the 
transcendental culture in the Advaita-Vedinta generates а fitness 
in reason to approach reality if not to apprehend И. The nega- 
tive dialectic of Vedanta is helpful in a way, for reason 
becomes free from the natural demands of life and breaks the 
realistic adaptations of knowledge and life. This goes a great 
way to foster the idealistic or transcendental attitude. No doubt 
it is clear that reason is never competent to establish transcen- 
dental truth or to reveal it, Advaitism makes a distinction 
between enlightened and unenlightened reason, Unenlightened 
reason does not see, far less apprehend, the oneness of being. 
"The enlightened reason of Philosophy gives the weight of its 
authority to this existence of the accomplished 
‘of intuition. In Advaita-Vedinta, there- 
tem fore, epistemology runs on two lines: (a) on 
the realistic line and (b) the idealistic line, 
"s philosophy: bas in it an element which will give support 


jive realism. Advaitism contains in it the antinomies which 




























ч FORTIER ЗИМ s 


‘Sensibility in dts тобан effect maker wi THEE n UH renlity 
"of objects. Tt affirms the existence of the object and a&cept& ite 
roth, Thi affirmation ir naive.’ ‘The reportof sensibility*is 
nten ‘negated and in sense-affections no distinctions can be 
possibly drawn Between false and true knowledge. Empiricism, 
‘Wierefore, dogmatically- accepts the affirmation of the senses. 
Sense-knowledgé cannot transcend this and-the -subjeet-objéet. 
Felations underlie empirie consciousness. But етеп in. these 
implications reasin зөөн finds у the constant changes 
“nials that the reports of tho »en«es are not convincing. Nordo 
‘Mwy present reality, Reality in банкаға in not consistent with 
the constant shiftings of phenomena, for, the succession of pre- 
wentations and their demials naturally impresses one with their 
“transitory character. Trott, if it is anything, must be abiding. 
"The constant @hanges of phenomena cannot establish their 
‘reality. Sathkara, so far a» his epistemology ія concerned, in 
“eloquent om the thesis that the wubject-object implicationt of 
knowledge cannot establish or reveal truth, for the contant 
‘shiftings or changes of phenomena at once" Stamp thom with a 
degree of unreality. Etipirical knowledge by its own denial 


“establishes its on falsity. Tt ir a соттоп experience that 
Pon ie denied by. perception, perception hy inferctiea): 
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Мога бәр be {тоё Inthe metaphysical sense. Experience js * 
alwys related to cortain conditions and if these conditions оа 
change the.experience can be sublated. Reason cannot, there- 
fore, necept-the verdict of experience. No doubt there is seeming 
uniformity in our perception, but these uniformitics obtain under ` 
some conditions and do not obtain under othors, Truth of ` 
‘experience then {®eubject to certain eollocations. These colloca- 
tions are of space, time and causality and sense-conditions, 
"What акага seems anxious to point out is the untrustworthy 
‘nature of empirical knowledge which cannot therefore be regarded. 
‘aw a fit instruthent for the understanding of truth. This criticism 
applies even to ali finer forms of perception whether of religion, 

art, morality: or lower form of mysticism, for they are also 
intuitions of developed senses, moral, aesthetic or religious, and 
‘thelr fusproas carrier with thema sort of conviction. They are 
the enipirie intuitions of this state of consciourness, but the 
criticism which батага applies to knowledge by experience сап 
айо tell upon them. Tho relative consciousness, through which 
our experience moves, can fever be a source of higher wisdom, 

“since everything in it i». constantly changing and it {к trne only 

* in Ив оп universe. Tts truth or falsity in always related to 
cortnin gw fe true in one way and false in another. 
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By tbe complete analysis of an empirio illonión we get three 
Meam u aay Clements, (1) the presentation of the locus; 
тШ inb (2) the appearance of tbe illusory. percept and 
Toten. (3) the negation of illusion. Even in empiric 
knowledge the percept is illusory. but its illusory character is not 
understood so long as the Jocus is not perceived. This is no 
doubt true of empirical illusions ; it ix true no less of empirical 
experiences. But the empirical intuition ія not denied so long ая 
consciousness dwells on the relative basis. Still, the relative 
character of empiric knowledge cannot be doubted. And this 
relative character is enough to indicate its illusoriness though it 
cannot completely establish it." 

These three elements are more or lem presented before 
Consciousness. The first one is not completely presented and bere. 
arises tbe possibility of illusion. The second one is completely 
presented and the third one too. Between the presentation 
‘of the second element and that of the third two more intervening. 
stages may be conceived: —(1) a negative judgment that 
the presentation is not the locus, (2) before the locus can be 
Presented, the negation of the illusory percept can be presented. 
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being identical with position, becomes the natural implication of 
knowledge. In fact, the Adwaia-VedAnta does not draw any 
distinction between the negation of the falee percept and the 
locus, 
What we should like to point oat is that mason has got a 
function and that function, as will appear from the above, is 
_cmentially negative. "The function of reason is to judge the truth 
“of relations in ‘empirical presentations. Sarhkara, like Kant, dore 
trace out the constitutive and integrative function of reasoo 
understanding. ‘The clear analysis of the untrustworthy 
character of empiric knowledge exhibits tbi» negative function 
of reason. Sathkara has demonstrated this in refuting relational 
consciousness. Judgment construc rel n» and байыз 
points out that thi» is more or lew the wecessity of. pragmatic 
consciousness, They are, therefore, constructions of а realistic 
will, but these relations cannot be established, The logical 
reason ultimately finds its own barrenness in not being able to 
ар order of relations and in giving always a negative 
‘The logical consciousness stands revealed ая self-contra- 
dictory, ‘The self-contradiction 4 the only verdict that reason 
passes upon its own formation. #айКага does not deny the 
inherent tendency of unillutninated reason to build up an order 
в, but hn roca to examine its own affir- 
in contradictions and fallacies, 
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‘Pho important problem of epistemology faces us hore... "Ја: 
knowledge concrete or abstract?”  Self-con--- 
ledges "Ta keowledge scious. evidence. speaks: for. the-eonerete-as well 
erte or abiret? фе abstract aspect of knowledge, but is more. 
in favour of tho concrete! aspect. Indian ‘epistemology hns faced 
this problem boldly. The distinction of Niroikalpa and Savikalpa 
has found a place in the Naiyayika, Bauddba, Sirbkhya, Mimi- 
tha ond the Vedanta systems. In fact, it ian all-absorbing™ 
topic in Indian Philosophy and the.main tendeney- Һан been-- 
amongst a class of philosophers to lend their support 40 abstradt 
knowledge. That knowledge has! gob a conerete- expression їн: 
accepted by everybody, but when we come to logically examine» 
the concrete aspect of knowledge we mect with certain difficulties. 
We have wen that акага bas accepted the concrete stage of 
knowledge and has not categorically denied it. — Such: has been 
tho case also with other forms of transcendental philosophy. 
Paychologically, both the formel knowledge are faets of con-- 
sciousness and. cannot be denied. But the Rāmânujists, 
Madhvites and some others have noticed only the concrete express- 








Aion of knowledge and have denied the constant tendency of cogni- 


experience 10 рави from the abstract to “the concrete stage. 
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(1)in its logical character and (2) in its epistemological import. 
Logically he is anxious to establish the point that knowledge as 
judgment is involved in fallacies. Judgment is relational con- 
sciousness and this relation is two-fold : (1) relation of subject 
and object and (2) relation of subject and predicate, "These are 
the most potent forms of relations. Among systems of different 
relations epistemologically the first one is more important. The 
relation of subject and object is the essence of empiric epistemo- 
logy and the ground of concrete knowledge. 

Lot us examine the nature of these relations. Epistemology 
here assumes rather than tries to prove the 
relations. There is no proof here other than the 
evidence of consciousness, but the evidence of 

consciousness is not always true, specially in empiric knowledge. 
‘The supposed relation may be nothing more than an appearance 
and а false creation of the pragmatic consciousness. Logically 
it involves us in difficulties. The subject is subject, and the 
object is object. How the object is related to the subject is not 
explained. ‘The relation is aterm between the subject and 
Object. It has a meaning to the subject, but not the object. 
Meaning ік a psychological implication and the relation is rela- 
tion to the subject. But the relations are true to the subject and 
they are of the subject. But on what assumption do we accept 
the object to be a term of relation? Even if it is accepted that 
the subject-object relation is inherent in knowledge, it is still in 
knowledge and expresses its concrete character ; but still it does 
not establish a reference to anything besides knowledge and its 
. own element. In fact, it is somewhat difficult to establish the 
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objective reference of knowledge by starting from knowledge. 
How knowledge passes from abstract to concrete is what logical 
intellect cannot fully apprehend. This is an epistemloogical 
implication of the Maya doctrine of Sarikara. This aspect has 
been more fully developed in Sathkarites than in Sarhkara. 
‘The presentation of the object to the subject is dogmatically 
Te Neesnity or accepted by naive realism. Sarhkarites do 
ster Vedaotiedeveler- not deny the presentation, but the disappear- 
ance of the presentation of false percept makes 
them seriously think upon the issue. Is the presentation real ? 
‘This is the most important question in the doctrine of percep- 
tion. Sarkara bas no doubt accepted the reality of presentation 
ав has been made clear in his refutation of Vijfanavàda. He 
appears there as a realist. He is eloquent that perception gives 
us simultaneously the knowledge of self and uot-self. his 
must have been a psychological admission. But the constantly 
shifting character of our perception, specially of false регсер- 
fion, makes us seriously ponder over the question : what do we 
actually perceive ? Do we perceive appearance or reality ? Do we 
perceive an appearance that presents reality for the time being ? 
In false perception Sarkarites point out, that the appearance 
is real and unreal both, but in reference to different universes of 
thought. It is real, because it is presented ; it is false, because 
itis denied. Sarikarites are anxious to avoid the complete un- - 
reality ‹ and illusoriness of a false presentation. In this sense, _ 
there is an element of realism in their system. But since, the 
presentation is denied, it is not real in a metaphysical sense. 
| Sainkarites accept, therefore, the psychological realism and the 
ysical idealism in their theory of perception. 
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objectivity and subjectivity of reference in false knowledge succeed 
one another ; what appears as an object is, after a moment, 
denied as an object and is interpreted as a subjective creation or 
projection. This is clear in false perception. This projection and 
the supposed objectivity of the presentation are surely a creation 
of Avidya, for no other factor can. be logically conceived for such 
Presentations. If this is true of empiric illusions, itis also 
true of empiric perceptions, though these bave a more durable 
character and have, therefore, the mark of obj ity which 
cannot be reduced to subjective impression. ‘This is the point 
on which Sarhkara differs from the Vijfianavadi Bauddha and 
this has been the main found: for the development of exo- 
terio life and consciousness. The relative character of our 
perception as true or false corresponding to different universes 
of thought bas all along been pursued in Vedanta metaphysics 
and so long ав the transcendental intuition does not dawn upon 
us, the comparatively realistic consciousness dogs us to the 1 
Even in this realistic presentation, the relative character 
apparent and therefore, it gives us the impression that it is real 
во far as consciousness dwells on the empiric basis. But its 
deninl in transcendental intuition puts it into the category of 
false presentation. The only difference is that the one continu- 
ously hangs on empiric intuition, and that the other 

there. This continuity lends unto it a touch of reali; 

been the ground of distinction between empiric illusion and 
empiric truth. 

"Though there has been a tendency among a class of 
 Sarikarites to dispense with the distinction of empiric illusion 
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Fivapratyaksa and Tévara-pratyakga. But although the teachers 
accept as an implication a realistic consciousness, they cannot 
explain the relation of the subject to the object, which, still, 
is а perplexity of metaphysical consciousness. ‘The truth seems 
to be that in the history of Indian thought the Naiyayika con- 
ception of the subject-object relation has been unhesitatingly 
accepted. Later Vedántism points out that this relation con be 
accepted only on the psychological ground. 

We come now to the consideration of the predicative thoory 

of propositions. It is a general supposition that 
eser aie knowledge is a unit of judgment and even at 

perceptual level knowledge becomes definite. 
in this that it expresses a judgment. Knowledge, in clear 
concrete form, jystem of relations and it is identified with 
the aystem, The unit of knowledge is the unit of a system. And 
в system implies two or more terms in relation. 

Here arises the great divergence between the theistic and 
non-theistic Vedántists. That knowledge bas an empiric basi 
ів a position wbich has not been denied by Sarkara and his 
followers. But Sarkara is not ready to accept that the relational 
system represents the true being of knowledge. Sarkara can 
lend his support to the predicative view of propositions generally 
and he bas actually done this by refuting the Naiyayika concep- 
tion of Samaedya. Vedantists of all schools agree in refuting 
ч relation, for Samavaya, according to Naiyayikas, is a rela- 

án substance and attribute, generality and indivi- 
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that the predicate is the concrete expression of the subject. 
It helps to draw out the connotation of the subject term or in 
other words an abstract notion makes itself concrete through 
tbe concrete expression of a predicate. A judgment is, therefore, 
a subject fully developed and this development 
growth and an inherent necessity. Knowledge is dynam 
constant tendency to fully affirm its concreteness through all 
the qualities it possesses. Knowledge is essentially then judg- 
ment This is the decided opinion of Rāmānuja and other 
theistic teachers. 
башкага and Sarhkarites differ bere. They may accept 
this predicative view in the sphere of relative knowledge but their 
tendency essentially lies in denying all relations between subject 
and predicate. They interpret the relational consciousness as 
the working of ignorance which impresses the empirical mind. 
Here again the logic of Sarkara has been essentially negative 
in the sense that the relation between subject and predicate cannot 
be established. Herein they point ont the application of the 
same fallacy, viz., the endless multiplication of relations. If 
relation is true, it must be conceived between two terms, since 
relation is not possible of a thing which stands by itself. Hence 
relational consciousness presupposes a differential consciousness 
too. ‘The difficulty arises, bow things in their nature different 
can be related to one another ; and again how we can conceive 
of identity as synchronous. If there is identity there can be no 
relations, and if there is relation there must be some difference 
and unity cannot be established. The conception of unity 
embracing difference seems to be a hopeless one. In unity either 
there is difference or there is no difference, If there is difference 
* there can be no unity and if there is no difference there can be 
no relation. The conception of unity does not admit of a relation 
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predicate of the subject. There is a mutuality of reference. As 
such they are interdependent, and the conception of one is not 
clear apart from the other. Logically this position is not above 
criticism, for a definition of the subject term or of the predicate 
term should be sought independently of one another ; otherwise 
the implications of the subject and the predicate are not inde- 
pendently clear. This mutuality of reference is an accepted 
fallacy in Indian Logic." 

So long we have along story of the negative dialectic of 
Surkara which shakes the foundation of all empirical knowledge 
and epistemology. These negative dialectics have a threefold 
importance: (1) they demonstrate the futility of thinking to 
know the ultimate trutb ; (2) they demonstrate the self-contra- 
dictions involved in the nature of thoughts; (3) indirectly they 
stress the value of the other methods of approach. In баага 
the utter failure of logical thinking as regards the ultimate 
question has accentuated the portance of intuition as the means 
of apprehending truth and reality. 

‘The truth which Bergson has only recently preached and the 
tendency which is becoming every day clearer in modern philo- 
sophy, that reason is not the final arbiter of truth, that it can 
only touch the shadow or fringe of existence, that there is n 
super-logical way of apprehending truth, were long felt and 
recognised in Indian philosophy, the more so in Sathkara. The 
service which Advaita-Vedantism has rendered to philosophy is 
the propounding of the great truth that truth can be seen or 
intuited but not understood, Intuition and reason are therefore 
distinctive faculties and the function of one cannot be appro- 
printed by the other. So long as consciousness moves with , 
reason and categories of relations it becomes busily occupied in 
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n attempt to construct a world of relations, but it is not ab- 

salute truth, for reason itself cannot accept the absolute to be n 
system of relations. A system is more a creation of reason than 
а reality, for а system has no meaning and cannot exist without 
the implication of relations, and relations have meaning to un 
interpretative consciousness. But where the system is called 
subjective or objective, it is clear that it cannot be truth, for 
truth denies relations. We cannot understand any necessity of 
truth entering into a system of relations. This necessity can be 
either internal or external. If it is external, it implies the 
existence of something besides the absolute troth. If it is 
internal, absolute becomes a system. But the absolute and 
system are two incompatible concepts. 

Reason ultimately in this way comes to conceive the inherent 
impossibility of its knowing truth. And when the attempts of 
reason thus fail, we seek the other organ of intuition to 
apprehend reality. Intuition thus gives us what reason cannot. 4 
"This difference between intuition and reason has been the 
fruitful source of conceiving truth in two different ways in the 
philosophy of Sarikara. The senses and reason are affected by 
the impressions of object and they are therefore ready to accept 
the affections of sensibility as pragmatic if not metaphysical 
truth. Sarkara feels and feels truly that so long as we are s 
thus affected, we cannot deny their causes and our mind is 
forced to accept their objectivity somehow or other- 

Hence the sense-objects, which offer pragmatic satisfaction, 

have not been denied existence but аге said to be true in some 
sense. ‘These are called Vyavahàrika. rie or matic 
р а are ya or empi prag 
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So long as man has not the enlightened vision, he necessari- 
ly accepts the world of becoming as real presentation and seeks 
ап explanation of its origin. This necessity is of reason and led 
by this necessity reason builds up an exoteric theory of creation. 
or evolution and pts the implications of practical reason, God, 
Soul, and Freedom. In the evolution of pragmatic conscious- 
ness Sarhkara has retained the possibility of finer revelations and 
the onward progress of the soul. He has offered a theory of 
epistemology which can support the implications of life, of 
subtle realizations and finer consciousness. In this way religion, 
arts and ethics have been made possible in the philosophy of 
Sarkara. He has not gone to the extreme of immediately deny- 
ing the intuitions of practical reason, the hopes of religion and 
the promise of immortality. In fact the Upanisads and Sathkara 
аз the interpreter of the Upanigads have perceived the subtler 
move of life and consciousness in the yearning of the human soul 
ioentch the divine spirit through the majesty of nature. And 
in the depths of human heart the finer urges clearly indicate the 
wonderful possibilities and the amazing revelations of the reli- 
gious consciousness The Advaita-Ved&nta is not irresponsive 
to the dawn of a new life and it has accepted the subtler causes 
of realization of а concrete spiritual life. 

‘The spiritual life is essentially acquainted with the cosmic 
consciousness. And what Sarkara and the Sarhkarites are 
anxious to affirm and point out is that cosmic consciousness has 
а partial expression. However fine and lofty the expressions 
may be, they are still expressions and they cannot be expected to 
express the absolute consciousness fully. But the concentration 
of the cosmic consciousness is only apparently real which ^ 
Sarkara cannot deny, for the transcendental vision sees the 
infinite in every centre of existence or more properly the infinite 
js the only centre which has neither circumference nor radii. So 
long as truth of such an absolute іг not before us, our finite con- 
sciousness can feel the expansive urges of spiritual life and call 

truth, But as soon as the transcendental vision dawns upon. 
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us, the thread of divided life is cut and therefore the continuity 
between religious life and transcendental vision breaks up, In the 
transcendental vision, the soul becomes acquainted with such a 
reality before which the value-consciousness of arts, religion, poetry 
and philosophy dies out, for they are always expressions in 
concrete life and cannot feel the depth of joy and transcendence. 
In this transcendental attitude Sarbkara has denied all the 
implications of the immanent consciousness, be it of religion or 
of ethics. The denial is natural and spontaneous, for the soul now 
becomes deeply convinced of transcendence and becomes acquaint- 
ed with а reality before which everything vanishes аз relative 
and partial. ‘The partial truth appears as truth so long as truth 
is not perceived in its entirety. But the vision of fuller truth 
frees us from the implications of partial .  Sathkara thinks 
that freedom goes h realization of fulness of being. There 
is а constant tendency їп бакага towards the constant change 
of the presentations and their meanings according as conscious- 
‘ness feels the finer and finer urges of life, and in the life of ex- 
pression there is nothing which does not change its character and 
meaning, according to the attitude of the percipient. Та rela- 
tive consciousness. the object bas only reference to the subject 
and its nature and meaning are more or less constructions of the 
subject according as the subject is affected. There is thus vari- 
ability of opinion of relative existence inasmuch as the subject is 
affected differently, А presentation, therefore, which has meaning 
to one subject might have no meaning or a different meaning to 
another subject. What is truth, therefore, to one may be falsity 
for the other. But such cannot be the case when truth and falsity 
_ + are not matters of judgment but indications of existences. 
z Sarhkara perceives this and comes to the conclusion that 



















truth is supposed to be truth when it 
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it censes to have any meaning. Similarly, a Vyavaharika truth 
is always related to a conscious subject and has a meaning for 
him and even here the meaning has a reference to a particular 
universe of thought. If the universe of thought is changed, the 
meaning certainly is gone, though the thing may exist, as pri 
cally meaningless for the subject. Bat a truth which is thus 
related to its subject and has a meaning for it cannot be 
metaphysical truth according to Sarkara, for truth is abiding, 
eternal and non-contradictory and it is naturally 
hoped and maintained that it is what it is and 
it should have no reference to any conscious subject. It exists 
Whether meaning is seen init or not. Truth is truth, The 
rendering of a meaning is a necessity of the finite intellect, but 
whether the finite intellect sees or does not see any meaning. 
does not affect in the least the nature of truth. ‘Truth does not 
enter into the time process, пог does it enter into the conditions 
of thinking and as such it is completely transcendental. In other 
words, it can be never put into the grasp of reason and its cate- 
gorical setting. 

The metaphysics of Sathkara cannot все its way to synthe- 
sîse the transcendental truth and the relative truths, as the 
relative truths are sublated in the transcendental height of exist- 
ence. башкага does not find any continuity between higher 
and lower truths and in reference to the higher he cannot call 
the lower existence a truth. When the philosophic consciousness 
is transcendent, the seeming truth of divided life completely 
vanishes aud, therefore, the transcendental truth does not stand 
in any relation to the order of appearances. From this level of 
existence they are not only practically but also theoretically 





Criterion of truth. 
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non-existent. ‘The transcendental truth of Ѕайкага is not only 
transcendental in (he sense that it stands above the immanent 
order of space and time, but the immanent order does not really 
exist; in other words, the transcendent appears as the imma- 
nent under the sway of ignorance. How it so appears is another 
story and is not relevant to ourtopic. But what we want to 
impress is that reality according to Sarhkara is one undivided 
being and the panorama of existence dwindles into nothing as 
soon ав we cross the line of divided vision. This division of 
‘existence in different grades corresponds to different forms of 
knowledge. The same existence appears as different according 
to different organs of apprehension, though reality is the same, 
That i ed in tho doctrine of Maya. Wha 

ever the implication of Маув may be, it is no doubt certain that 
the existence is only oue, it. is all-pervasive though it appears as 
many. Sarikara’s philosophy is finally an attempt to overthrow 
the divisions of existences and their empirical truths and to estab- 
lish the transcendence of being. The conclusion at which 
Philosophy arrives is that the absolute is the locus of existence 
and it does not admit the partiality of division. The truth isa 
- complete being and is the absolute. Error is to be distinguished 
from nothingness which exists nowhere. But error has a seeming 
reality. Tt is error because it is only partial vision and not ful- 

















‘ness of being. Sarikara has not attempted the synthesis of the 
. partial presentations of appearance and being, for partiality is the 
- mark which distinguishes error from truth. How the error 
Hore nne mind may be a psychological or logical question 











20 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS 

the synthesis of all partial traths but the complete де 
The synthesis of them cannot present the 
is not a synthesis; it is identity. 


ial of them. 
iy- The absolute 






Exactly at this point the theistic presentation of knowledge 
and truth differs from the monistic presentation, The theistio 
attempt is essentially synthetic. It does not see the sectional 
presentations of reality or the complete transcendence of it. The 
theistic reality is all-inclusive embracing as it docs all phases of 
being, The theists argue that reality must be complete and 
all-pervasive. The seeming appearance, because it is seeming, 
has a reality and cannot.be completely denied. The seeming 
presentation has to be explained. To say that it is presented and 
then denied is no explanation of its presentation. Finally, the 
complete denial is never a fact experienced by any one. 

The theists do not sce any distinction between being and 
presentation. Presentation only reports the being and as such 
there can be no complete division eternally obtaining in i! 
anybody who denies it must make all knowledge impo! 
Кашйпи}а is emphatic in pointing out this gap in Sarhkara’ 
philosophy—the gap between knowledge and reality, for what is 
real is never an object of knowledge with Saibkara, Such а reality 
even if it exists for ever remains beyond human knowledge. But 
the greatest difficulty which arises in this forced division between 
truth and knowledge is the falsity and illusoriness of self-conscious 
evidence and of all other forms of knowledge. In fact our know- 
ledge instead of serving us would do us positive disservice and 
in the words of Martineau, reason, the highest faculty given unto 
man, instead of being a faculty of apprehending reality will be a 
faculty of disproving it. This stricture of Martineau against Kante 
сап be equally applied against Sankara. His philosophy in tbis 
sense defeats its own purpose and declares the problem insoluble 
and all knowledge fallacious. 

‘Phe least separation between knowledge and sally origin- 
ates almost insoluble problems in philosophy. Foe J 
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ibis denied nothing remains to hold to. Rámünuja therefore 
accepts the evidence of self-consciousness and that which know- 
ledge reports is unhesitatingly accepted as true. Sell-conscious 
presentation is the test of truth, Here is the divergence between 
Rümánuja and Sathkara. Sarhkara led by transcendental instinct. 
cannot accept the evidence of sel{-consciousness as truth, for 
self-conscionsness to him is relative consciousness. He calls 
nothing truth which has the least possibility of denial. Self- 
‘consciousness is also actually denied. Rāmānuja dissents strongly 
from this position. He claims that self-consciousness is never 
denied and as such it is the only source by which we can 
appraise truth or falsity. Our knowledge is always concrete 
and concrete knowledge has always a reference to being. Know- 
ledge and being are supposed in cach other. Knowledge is im- 
possible when it is not expre: And when it is expressive 
it is expressive of truth be it phenomenal or transcendental. 
Expressive consciousness can never be false, although it might 

express truth immanent or truth transcendent 
But a question may arise that this also is an extreme 
" position and cannot be logically supported. If all experi- 
ence truth then the distinction between error and truth 
will disappear from human experience, but such is not 
fa the case. Raménuja replies that it is so. Error is not а 
logical fact. Whatever appears in knowledge is truth. Even in 
false perception there is an element of truth in the object though 
this element is practically not useful! Falsity is therefore 
















1 (a) Таный trivrtamckaikāmiti drutyaiva epitar Srutysiva dari 
e ‘ tea sgh. c рь, p. 189 (Bombey Edition): 


M 
(b) Marisikijalejóàne  tejab-pribivyorapyambumo — vidyamiünatvid "fs 
y  tejab-pribieyoragrabanid adrytavasicedinbuno grabaoid > 


Tid pW 





e nna 
m T. iA 


ғ 


22 ° POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS 


more pragmatic than real, so far as knowledge is cóncern- 
ed. It is not false nor is the object which it reports. Falsity 
lies in respect of its practical value. Such a conclusion leads 
us to accept the truth of all forms of knowledge, and knowledge 
under any condition can never be conceived to be false, Know- 
ledge of course is here concrete and its tendency is to reveal 
itself in its complete nature, as something that expresses its 
own object. Knowledge bas always a reference to an object 
and is never free from it. Ifthisbe the ultimate character of 
knowledge, it can never be conceived as transcending relations. 
Knowledge is easentially relational consciousness and this reln- 
tional consciousness can never be false. Knowledge is then always 
epistemological and logical, and since there is no distinction 
between trath and knowledge, truth ultimately becomes a logical 
reality. It can never transcend its logical nature it can never 
be super-logical. 
‘The first point that strikes us in the philosophy of Ramanvja 
is his attitude and method of approach; and 
poms" ve herein arises the fundamental difference be- 
tween Sarikara and Rámánuja. Rāmānuja's 
‘attitude has been essentially logical and though he claims the 
revelation of truth still his attempt has been essentially to bear 
out the intuitions by logical reason and to show the correspon- 
dence between intuition and reason, In Башта the apparent 
discord between reason and intuition has been set aside and it 
has been possible for bim to show that intuition and reason 
give us the same truth. The fundamental points of nc 
between Sarhkara and Ramanuja arise out of tbe relation 
_ tween reason and intuition. Raminuja does not find any conflict 









ress the two, for in bis case reason and intuition fu 
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‘The fundamental difference between Sathkara and Rāmānuja 

lies in their conception of intuition. In Sarkara intuition 
cannot be intuited, in Rāmānuja it can. Intuition is an 
accomplished faot in both Sarkara and Rāmānuja, for none 
can establish it. But in Rámánuja this intuition is a unity 
and not an identity of consciousness and since it is unity, 
it is a fact involving a process within itself. A process 
implies a reference, intuition refers to itself and becomes sell- 
intuitive. 

This difference in the character of intuition has made the 
position of Rāmānuja fundamentally different from Банкага. 
His position, therefore, has been more logical than psychologi- 
cal, for he cannot conceive of any state of consciousness where the 
logical self dies out in transcendental intuition. Knowledge is 
essentially judgment in any stage of consciousn It does not 
matter whether the reference in judgment is self or something 
besides self. 

The unique feature of Rámanuja's system is his identifica- 

tion of the theory of knowledge with the 

таш? *™ theory of Being. Raminuja does not deviate 
from the chief Vedantic principle that “‘what- 

, is consciousness." But he differs from башкага in con- 
ceiving of a dialectic necessity of expression in the metaphysical 
reality as well as in epistemological knowledge. Knowledge 
.. develops through a dialectic and it never denies a dialectic expres- 
sion, be it finite knowledge or infinite knowledge. The more we 
` understand our self-conscious life the more we approach towards 
` the understanding of the infinite life and purpose, for between 

я and infinite there is no difference in nature al- 
gh there may be difference in powers. Rámanujw's is 
completely — чеден рй Дд respect is 
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reality. For, if thinking has a law of its own in order to develop 
and build up a system of knowledge, this law cannot be essen- 
tially different from the way in which being expresses itself. 
pistemology therefore has greater importance in Raménuja 
than in Sarkara ; for through it we can understand not only the 
inward nature of our self-conscious being but also the inward 
nature of the divine being. A clear understanding how know- 
ledge does develop will throw a flood of light upon metaphysics. 

‘The distinction of relative and absolute knowledge has not 
found a place in Ráminuja in the sense of Sarakara. башКага 
has not been able to synthesise absolute knowledge with relative 
knowledge and he bas therefore been led to deny relative truth 
and knowledge in the absolute. Such has not been the case with 
Tümünuja. Rámünuja bas drawn no distinction between abso- 
lute and relative truth and absolute and relative knowledge in the 
sense in which Sarikara does. No doubt he accepts the distino- 
tion in another way, and calls knowledge relative when it is not 
seen in its full development and concreteness. An aspect of 
renlity is no doubt relative if it is not seen in its place in the 
totality. Relative knowledge and truth therefore are partial and 
imperfect visions. They are partial and relative because the 
fuller vision and foller appreciation of reality are still wanting. 
Popular knowledge is thus relative and imperfect, and so is 
scientific knowledge. But philosophic knowledge gives us the 
absolute truth and knowledge ; for all the relations which know- 
ledge implies are now seen in a completely unified system. 
Unity is truth. Presentations of diversity are imperfect present- 
ations of truth. In Rāmānuja there is a persistent demand of 
thought developing. this all-comprehensive unity and so long аз e 
itis done our knowledge may be relative or scientific but not. 
philosophie or absolute. 

Epistemology in Rámánuja has philosophic significance and 
has not confined itself to popular realism or subjective. idealism. 
Tt has not the tendency of denying the implication оаа y 
object nor of confining knowledge to this implication alone. It 
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takes from realism the clear implication of the presentation of 
the object to the subject, and at the same time it moves towards 
a higher synthesis of the unity of subject and object in the same 
being. Sathkara, as bas been already shown, has denied 
this unity of subject and object in a synthesis. 


The epistemology of Sarhkara, therefore, is true of rela- 
tive consciousness ; in Rāmānuja the epistemology is true 
of absolute consciousness. The difference between Sarhkara and 
Réminuja arises from the nature of thinking, Ramanuja 
agrees with Sathkara in accepting that the principal law of 
thinking is identity. Thought is anxious to establish identity 
though it may pass through distinctions and contradictions. 
Thought appears to contradict itself in order to make itself 
definite but this movement of thought is only temporary. The 
mere positing of a thing or an idea is a bare abstraction and 
thought is under a dialectic necessity to come out of this position 
and affirm an antithesis. This antithesis is а distinction which 
thought draws out in order to make the original position conereto 
and clear. But thought also cannot long remain in this attitude 
of keeping up distinctions without synthesising them in a highor 
integrity. Tt therefore by itself moves to a unity in which the 
distinctions of thesis and antithesis are assimilated. 
Epistemology must take into consideration the principle 

The tendency of thought is 

















26 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS 


necessity of thought is to build up a unity of system in which 
the parts are seen in the whole in their identity and distinctions, 
Rümanuja thinks that when we perceive the whole we perceive 
a synthesised identity of existence. He differs from Sarkara 
in affirming that thought never embraces abstract identity ; it only 
embraces a concrete identity. This dialectic of thinking is not 
present in Sathkara, inasmuch as he thinks that thought can 
think of identity but not of differences. The differences are 
illusive ; and whenever logic wants to determine them they seem 
to involve contradictions and antinomies. 

"True to his epistemological theory RámAnuja defines truth 
as that which appears in knowledge. Anything appearing before 
consciousness impresses it with its own existence and knowledge 
сап hardly deny it. It is truth because it is a fact of experience. 
Rüm&nuja has offered a theory of error not from the epistemo- 
logical standpoint but from a pragmatic standpoint. In this 
һе seems to have drawn a distinction between reality and 
actuality and һе thinks that all things are real which are 
objects of knowledge though all things are not actual. The 
falsity lies in actuality but not in reality. As a thing the false 
appearance is not false, for it has a theoretic existence but no 
practical usefuJness. Here lies its falsity. It appears from this 
that according to RámAnuja the ideal of truth lies in the unity 
of reality and actuality, for the ideal seems to be the com- 
plete agreement of knowledge and practice. Since this agree- 
ment is not to be found in all objects of experience, some are 
called true and ‘some are called false. Error is, therefore, not 
logical for the correspondence of ideas to facts always remains, 
and is never violated. This correspondence is what marks out 
Ramianuja’s theory of error from Sahkara's theory. According 
to Sarkara this correspondence is not always a fact, and there- 
fore logical error is possible and is often the case. In Rámanuja 
such possibility does not arise. 


FT > Î 8. Bh., pp. 88-80 (Narasihbicārya's Edition) 
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But purely from theoretical and epistemological standpoint, 
truth is, in Ramînuja, a complete system, for knowledge is 
relational, and so long as knowledge does not develop the complete 
system within itself, it suffers from a limitation. Psychologi- 
cally or logically а fact is true because it appears or there is a 
correspondence between our idea and a fact, We do not press 
the psychological or logical test further. But metaphysics cannot 
remain satisfied with this. It is anxious to все the whole net- 
work of knowledge spread out in a system and to apprehend the 
paris in the synthesis of the whole, and so long as this is not done 
it can bardly remain satisfied. Metaphysics, therefore, spins 
ош a relational scheme of all forms of knowledge and tends to 
transcend division and partial presentations in a complete 
unity. From this standpoint we are forced to conceive, even in 
Ráminuja the distinction of truth and falsity. "Truth is the full 
presentation of reality and falsity a partial presentation. "The 
former is the function of philosophy, the latter of psychological 
knowledge. Epistemology, therefore, has an inherent urge to 
build up the whole system of knowledge and not to be satisfied 
with the psychological implication of the mutuality of subject 
and object. Since in Кашапија being is consciousness, the 
metaphysical theory is identical with epistemology, and epistemo- 
logy must present the complete development of knowledge in a 
unified system, and must not be satisfied with the presentation 
gi a iue aspect. 
Ее admits two forms of knowledge, viz., Nirvikalpa 
аша. 8d Savikalpa, indeterminate and determinate. 


mond But his theory of knowledge does not deny the 
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to be knowledge, must possess a concreteness and definiteness. 
Indeterminate perception is the apprehension of an object 
ав divested of certain forms of difference but not of all difference," 
An object fully divested of all difference is impossible and саппо! 
consequently be ever perceived. Consciousness takes notice of ап 
Object when the object is marked with certain characteristics, 
i.e., apprehension becomes possible in and through certain points 
of distinction or difference. The true distinction between 
indeterminate and determinate perception is that the former is the 
apprehension of the first individual among a number of 
things belonging to the same elass, while the latter is the 
apprehension of а second and а third individual and so on. 
On the perception of the first cow, for example, the perceiver 
is not conscious of the fact that the generic character of 
the class “cow ' extends also to this particular cow under 
investigation. The perception of the first cow therefore consti- 
tutes Nirvikalpa or indeterminate knowledge while the per- 
ception of the second or the third cow illustrates Savikalpa or 
determinate knowledge as in this case a comparison is made 
among cows. In the case of the second, and third individual, 
-we apprehend, in addition to the thing possessing structure and 
to the structure itself, the special attribute of the persistence of 
the generic character, and hence the perception is determinate, 
From all this it follows that perception bas never for its be! 
that which is devoid of all difference. * 

——— Nylyapariéuddhi and Tatteamuktakalapa of the Viigtadoaita 
“School develop the idea more fully: ‘They take the facts of ex- 
‘perience and prove by an analysis of these facts that e 
Sutra ei hdc also pecori ‘They use the | 
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Nirvikalpa and interpret it in a more clear light. Whenever 
‘one perceives an object, the characteristics of the object flash out 
in the perceiver. He knows а cow and he is also conscious of 
the cowhood in the cow. This is Nirvikalpa knowledge. 
Savikalpa knowledge is the result of comparison and contrast and 
‘one is conscious only of cowhood in the cow and knows at the 
same time that there does not exist non-cowhood, i.e., horsehood 
etos, in Ше cow." 
Knowledge of the first moment too cannot but be deter- 
minate and relational. The knowledge which forms a potent 
factor in our life is always characterised by some notions or pre- 
vious ideas, and never transcends the subject-object reference. 
Ramanuja has an elaborate dialectic against Sarbkara's 
conception of indeterminate cognition. 
According to Rimanuja, there is no proof of non-differentiat- 
inh ed consciousness. To enter into details, those 
dedic against Saks who maintain the doctrine of one substance 
"son eren 

ECT ооч: devoid of all difference have no right to assert 
that this or that is а proof of such a substance ; 

for knowledge has for its object tbings affected with difference.' 
Tt is argued by the Sarhkarites that such knowledge does not 
depend on proof but is due to one’s own consciousness. This 
contention Ramanuja holds to be unsatisfactory, All conscious- 
mess becomes possible only in and through distinction. All states 
_ of consciousness have for their object something that must be 
“characterised by some point of difference. It is equally illustra- 
ted in the case of a judgment as well. For example, Г form the 
ent ‘I see this pot.’ ‘The pot which stands as the object of 

17 igk devolu of all dieron. on the other hand, itis 
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perceived as having an individuality of its own when we say ‘this.’ 
The pot has not got mere being, but it has got certain characteris- 
ties of its own by virtue of which it becomes the object of 
apprehension. It is devoid of some points of difference in the 
sense that it is not perceived as belonging to a class nor does the 
knowledge of the pot result from comparison and contrast with 
other objects. In the very inception of the knowledge of the pot 
it is perceived in and through its own individual nature which 
stands as the mark that makes it conceivable. Hence this know- 
ledge of the pot is not indeterminate but only devoid of some 
differences. Moreover, you yourself admit that to consciousness 
there actually belong different attributes such as permanency, 
oneness, self-luminousness, etc., and of these it cannot be shown 
that they are only being in general. And even if the latter point 
were admitted, we observe that there takes place a discussion of 
different views, and you yourself attempt to prove your theory 
by means of the differences between those views and your own. 
Tt must, therefore, be admitted that reality is affected with 
difference well established by valid means of proof." 

Sarhkara holds that in the act of perception, we apprehend 
merely the being of objects (sanmidtragrahi) and not the different 
characteristics of the object that are due to recognition and infer- 
ence. Difference is not the result of perception. 

Ramánuja points out the absurdity of this assertion. In 
perception, things are distinguished by their generic character. 
Generic character expresses its own mature as well as the object 
in which it inheres. Sarhkarites also admit this characteristic 
of the relative terms. Knowledge reveals itself as well as its 
object simultancously. Colour expresses its own nature and at + 
‘the same time manifests the nature of the object in which it 
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inheres. Similarly, difference, being a relative term, manifests 
itself аз well as the thing that differs instantaneously, Even 
when perception takes place momentarily we apprehend within 
that very moment the generic character which constitutes on the 
опе hand the difference of the thing in respect of others and on 
the other the particular characteristics of the thing itself. If 
perception reveals being only, then the particular judgments 
would be emptied of all meaning, ¢.g., a man searching for a horse 
would be satisfied by finding а buffal 

Sathkara holds that consciousness is self-luminous but devoid 
of relations to objects. But Rāmānuja lays down that to 
think of consciousness as unrelated to objects is inconceivable. 
Such consciousness cannot be proved in any way. Moreover, 
consciousness is proved as self-luminous on the ground of its 
essential nature which consists in revealing its objects. If we 
deny this characteristic, we are bound to deny at the same time 
that consciousness is self-luminous. Therefore, consciousness 
has its meaning in and through tbe object which is revealed by 
consciousness. Again, if it be held that consciousness does not 
depend on its object for its apprehension, but is revealed by 
another consciousness, then we commit the fallacy of infinite 
regress and knowledge itself loses its own nature in во far as it 
fails to illuminate itself. Thos when we judge from our ex- 
perience, we find that consciousness without its object can 
never be cognised. That consciousness in the state of deep 























. sleep is without its object, is not experienced. That the 





knowledge in deep sleep is determinate is proved by a definite 


had а bappy sleep '’ is impossil loi in the waking state. 
vites agree with Rāmānuja as regards the nature 
_ of knowledge. Both have held the synthetic 


32 POST-ÉAMKARA DIALROTICS 


differences subsisting between the subject and object which knows» 
ledge, as a synthetic activity, brings into unity. According to 
the Madhvites knowledge is always relative. Even in its final 
stage, the stage of salvation or mukti, it is relative and neyer 
becomes absolute.’ 

It may be interesting to observe that the denial of indeter- 
aus, inate, non-relational knowledge on the part 
wm of Ramînuja and Madhya is not altogether 

an original tbeory of their own, The Gram- 
marian School long ago refuted the possibility of indeterminate 
cognition. Bbartrhari in his monumental work, the Vükya- 
padiya, has taken elaborate pains to prove that knowledge is 
possible only through the use of words—nay, that word and 
knowledge are identical. This is but a logical consequence of 
the metaphysical doctrine that the whole universe is but a 
development from the eternal principle, Sabdabrahman, the 
eternal word which is the final reality. Word and conscious- 
ness are the same thing, consciousness minus word is comparable 
to light without its illumination and since word refers to some- 
thing beyond its own self and is thus by its constitution 
relational, all knowledge is therefore relational and determinate.” 
Even the primal cognition is а judgment and associated with 
verbal expression, though the verbal reference may be of a very 
general kind. Thus, though the particular verbal expression 

1 Ма са jîîtrjeyarabitarh jtianarh kvàpi drstam. 
— Visgutattvanirnnya. 

ndhva epistemology is a chapter by itself, and a detailed discussion 
їн impossibla within these limits. We notice here only its agreement. with 
the school of Rāmānuja as regards the subject-object reference in 
knowledge. 
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may not be known, the perceived object will at least be referred. 
to in its most generic verbal character—e.g., ‘it is a substance 
or so.’ But the full individuality is revealed when the specific 
word presents itself." 
Gangesa, the founder of the Modern Bengal School of Logic, 
geste ed has entered into an elaborate polemic against 
аме those philosophers who deny the possibility of 
rae indeterininate apprehension — (nirvikalpae 
Lot Кајйапа). Gaügesa divides perceptual know- 
ledge into two categories,—indeterminate and determinate, He 
defines this indeterminate perception ав а cognition which is 
devoid of association with name, class-concept, ete., and is thus 
unmodalised and incognisant of relation.’ Gangs however, 
finds no evidence in favour of this cognition in empirical 
experience, nor in practical conduct, which is mado possible by 
determinate experience alone.’ But he contends that relational 
experience presupposes the previous knowledge of the terms out 
of relation, otherwise a determinate cognition cannot come into 


© 1 Yo'pi prathamanipatt bahyesvarthopu prakiso vifeşa nimittSparigraho 

‘pi vastumftea idarh taditi protyavabbisayati végrapatayifion satyam 

‘utpanno'pi ргакаќо vilosavàgrüpam asvikorvan praliiéakriyisidhanatiyich 
tigthate, 


ney! 
—Р,0. on the Vikyapadiya, 1. 1. 12. 


‘An elaborate discussion of the Sabdabrahme-theory of tho grammarian 
wohool will not be relevant in the present context. Tho philosophy of 

.. harlphari however ia remarkable for its originality and boldness. Tho 
(reader who may be intereated to know further details, is reforred 

work, tho Srst chapter entitled Brahmakinda of 
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Being. Now a determinate cognition of cow is not cognisant 
of the individual alone, but is qualified and determined by the 
class-character, cowhood (gotva). This is a complex judgment 
constituted by three factors, the class-character (gola), the 
individual cow and the relation (vaisistye) which unifies the 
two into a judgment-whole. This complex judgment can be 
possible if there is a previous simple apprehension of the 
constituent terms out of relation. The contention of the 
theistic schools that all knowledge, the primal sensuous ex- 
perience not excepted, is determinate and relational, is absurd, 
as it will inevitably lead to a regressus ad infinitum, For, 
a relational knowledge presupposes an independent knowledge 
of the relata and if this previous cognition is again determinate, 
that will require another determinate cognition and soon to 
infinity. So one bas to postulate the existence of a pro- 
vious non-relational, indeterminate cognition as the condition 
and raison détre of the determinate experience as a matter 
of logical necessity." It is however worthy of remark that 
Gangesa is in full agreement with the theistic schools that 
there is no psychological evidence in favour of indeterminate 
experience, it being supra-sensuous and supra-mental (atindriya), 
But he rightly insists that the existence of such knowledge 

‘undeniable in deference to logical necessity—a position which 

ignored or slurred over by the theistic philosophers to their cost. 
All other schools of philosophy, so far as our knowledge goes, 
have unanimously admitted the existence of indeterminate 
‘experience. The Buddhist and the Sarhkarites emphatically hold 
experience is felt as much as determinate experience 
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point to the existence of such experience. The denial of 
indeterminate experience by the schools of Raminuja and Madhva 
is inspired by the metaphysical and religious doctrines to which 
they are committed. They deny the existence of simple, non- 
relational and abstract being and this metaphysicel commitment 
necessitates the denial of simple experience, which might prove 
the existence of a simple realit; Tbe grammarians, who hold 
that word is the essence of consciousness, cannot but regard all 
Knowledge as determinate and relational, being inseparately mixed 
up with word-clements, which have invariably а reference to an 
other. We have seen that psychological evidence is not a strong 
point with them and logical evidence is decidedly against their 
epistemological position. Epistemological estimation should be 
based upon the testimony of psychology and logic and it is bound 
to err when metaphysical preconceptions are allowed to warp the 
epistemological vi 
Gatigesa, after proving the necessity of a previous пор-геја- 
ional knowledge as the pre-condition of relational knowledge, 
proceeds to refute the possibility of this simple knowledge being 
supplied by means of sources of knowledge other than perception. 
Now, the primal determinate perception of the cow cannot be 
posed to have been occasioned by a memory of the class- 
character * cowhood,' which is found to enter into the composition 
of the determinate experience. Memory is possible if there is a 
previous perceptual experience at its back. But it being the first 
determinate experience and there being no previous perception of 
cowhood (gotva) memory has no raison d'étre of its own. Nor 
_ сап it be supposed that this previous knowledge of cowhood was 
engendered in a past life and so memory takes place in the pre- 
piene Because such supposition bas no logical necessi 
: no possible stimulant for the memory-impression - 
appeal to unseen destiny is a desperate attempt- 
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memory-impression, the Naiydyika would urge that it is more 
logical to suppose that the knowledge of cowhood is caused by 
sense-object contact, which is admittedly the cause of perceptual 
knowledge in other cases, e.g., of the individual cow. Because 
it is admitted on all hands that when the cause of perceptual 
knowledge and the cause of memory are identical, the resultant 
knowledge is perception and not memory." If this dictum 
is not admitted, then the knowledge of eternal verities would 
always be memory and not perceptual experience, which is 
absurd. In the case of eternal verities like Space and Time 
and the like we are acquainted with them every day and 
if memory would have precedence over perception, the knowledge 
of those categories would be memory alone. But this is 
opposed to experience. So memory cannot be requisitioned 
by the opponent as an explanation of the idea of cowhood. 
Moreover it is obvious that this shifting back to the past 
for the explanation of common experience in this is neither 
sane nor helpful. Because, the difficulty is only pushed back 
and not solved by this subterfuge. It may be legitimately 
questioned whether the previous knowledge of cowhood in the 
past life is memory or simple experience (anubhava). If the 
former is the case, then the difficulty remains as it is, or it will 
lead to the vicious infinite. If the latter alternative is conceded, 
we do not see any earthly reason why the possibility of such 
imple experience in this life should be denied. Gangesa how- 
ever does not urge this objection perhaps because he thought it to 
be too obvious or that he thought that the opponent would 
regard this infinite regression as innocent like the infinite series 


, 1 Xo eva gotvendriyasannikargastava nirvikalpoke betub во ova вака." 
rodbodbaka iti cot, tarhi atra kiptakirana-bhivid gotvondriyassnnikaryid 
gotvinubhava суз syiit, smarapssimagrito'nubhavasimagey§ balavattit. 








—T.C., p. 819. 
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of seed and sprout (bijāñkuranyāya). But байдеќа has empha- 
tically pointed out that there is no logical ground for such un- 
warranted supposition, which rather complicates a simple 














iscussion within the focus of Western 
thought, we find the same fierce controversy about the distinetion 
of knowledge into Indeterminate and Determinate and the pro- 
blems raised by it is a striking parallelism of thought between 
the Eastern and Western philosophers. That there is some form 
of indeterminate knowledge has been granted by Western thinkers 
under various names. James speaks of ‘pure sensation 
Hobhouse of * a bare apprehension of the present," Kant expatiatee 
оп а ‘pure manifold’ and Lossky in his Intuitive Basis of 
Knowledge elaborates the conception of * immediate experience or 
consciousness prior to the exercise of any discriminative activity." 
Against this Prof. Dawes Hicks and others strongly maintain 
that ““ not even the crudest, vaguest consciousness of a content 
can be accounted for either psychologically or epistemologically 
without calling to our aid in the exposition the notion of a 
discriminative activity." According to Bradley also we have in 
the sensation of the blue colour a that which is actually present 
and а what or the peculiar quality by which it is distinguished 
and in immediate apprehension we are not conscious of the 
distinction between the two aspects. Tho Advaitins and 
Buddhists agree with Kant in bolding the indeterminate state to 
фе а pure manifold. The determinations (cikalpas) ore extra- 
neous and the manifold when sehematised gives only phenomena. 
` If according to Kant the manifold of sense arises as a result of the 
., action of the things-in-themselves (Dinge an sich) which are 
. * different from the principle of consciousness, to the Advuitins the 
. manifold is a determination in consciousness (caifamyam) due to 
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adventitious except what has a prior implicit existence in the 
indeterminate state. If the indeterminate is something of 
which we are not directly conscious, it is a logical prius 
or indispensable background of determinate perception. While 
from the Hegelian standpoint this passage from the implicit to 
the explicit is itself something necessitated by the nature of the 
content, i.e., the inner dialectic of the Idea, the Naiyayikas 
hold that it is the relating activity of the thinker that makes this 
transition possible. Ramanuja however differs from both in hold- 
ing that this passage fromthe implicit to the explicit stage is due 
neither to the inner necessity of the content nor to the activity of 
the thinker but to the mediation of experience. T'he real difficulty 
about the existence of the indeterminate is that we cannot catch 
hold of it in a pure state. As Bradley points it, ‘ the dilemma is 
that so far as I know of immediate experience, it does not exist, 
and that hence, whether it exists or not I coul neither case 
knowofit." This is really what has induced R@minuja and 
others to deny it. But the fact remains to quote Bradley again 
that “ there is an immediate feeling, a knowing and being in 
one, with which knowledge begins; and, though this in а 
manner is transcended, it nevertheless remains throughout asa 
present foundation of my known world." “If we have certainty 
anywhere," says Bradley, “this seems obvious we have certainty in 
feeling. Whatever else may be doubted, at least we know what 
we feel." This is why we also find Sarkara insisting on 
anubhüti as the highest court of appeal in our search for 
truth. 

To sum up: ‘The epistemological discussion so far has 
centred in the theories of knowledge as advanced by the Vedantic 
teachers, Sarbkara, Rāmānuja and Madhva. We have seen the 
fundamental differences between them.  Raminujs and Madhya 
have both denied indeterminateness in cognition, башкага has 
‘emphasised indeterminateness in cognition, though he has not 
gone like the Buddhists to the extreme of reducing all relations 
‘of subject and object to nothing. - Бапа ^ 
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intuition the denial of tbe subject and object theory of know- 
ledge. 
None will quarrel with Ramanuja and Madhva with their 
affirmation of subject-object theory, for it is a direct fact in ex- 
perience and Sarbkara will not differ from them in the characterisa- 
tion of knowledge as involving the mutuality of subject and 
object. In this all teachers agree and cannot but agree, for 
а judgment is always an affirmation or negation of relation and 
cannot be non-relational. 
‘The difference begins when the teachers come to determine the 
ial fact of knowledge, in other words the minimum of know- 
ledge or pure cognition. Sathkara holds that in this minimum 
the relational consciousness is neither explicit nor implicit. The 
datum of experience or judgment is not in the least affected by 
the subsequent judgment-construction, though the construction 
is made upon it. In other words Sarkara makes a distinction 
between the expression of Intuition and judgment-construction 
and does not find the link between them. To Sarkara the 
judgment-construction is more or less a demand of the empiric 
and pragmatic consciousness and here knowledge is not seen 
apart from its applicability to the practical affairs. of life, 
Sathkara has had therefore to distinguish clearly between these 
constructions and intuition. 
. Réminuja and Mādhva identify knowledge with judgment 
constructions and have not conceived knowledge independently 
` of these constructions. Their position therefore appears more 
- logical and with logical consistency they have made demands for 
ИСТ mutuality of subject. and object and for а differentiating con- 
s No doubt they maintain stages where these are 
рій and not explicit and knowledge appears as indeterminate. 
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knowledge, for they will ignore such an existence as not obtain- 
ing in concrete consciousness and characterise it as epistemolo- 
gically non-existent. 

The difference then between Samkara and Rāmānuja and 
Майһуа begins here and this difference has caused the great 
divergence in their views and conception of life and experience. 
And, therefore, we must examine their contentions critically 
before we can pass an opinion on their theories. 

A relational consciousness implies two terms and a relation, 
"Тһе knowledge of the relation is no doubt determinate, but the 
terms in their first apprehension cannot be held to be determi- 
nate, for determinateness is а characterisation and а comparison 
and these are not possible in the inception of sense-perception. 
А concrete consciousness may be the demand of life, but thi 
does not dispose of the existence of the initial cognition. Appre- 
hension simple and pore is pre-supposed in thought-construction, 

datum. Now this apprehension, so long as it is an appre- 
hension, cannot but be indeterminate. The criticism of Madh: 
that the characterisation of undividedness and homogeneity will 
make knowledge determinate is not to the point, for this charac- 
terisation is also а judgment-construction which only attempts at 
а clear conception of the apprehensions, but is no differentiation 


of it. Tt is also an approach to it in the form of negative judg- 
ments, as an indication in concrete consciousness, but not a 
characterisation of the simple apprebension. 

Sarkara bas drawn a distinction between apprehension and 
knowledge, and so far as knowledge is concerned he does not 
differ much from the theistic teachers, Therefore we find in _ 
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unceasingly creates concrete universes to satisfy the demand of 
the divided life and consciousness. ‘Thought is an instrument of 
divided consciousness and cannot conceive its own destruction by 
accepting the indeterminate consciousness. So long therefore as 
the empiric consciousness dominates us, the assertion of Sarhkara 
of an indeterminate Being and knowledge seems to be an idle 
assertion. But the fact remains that simple apprehension is not 
thought activity nor a judgment, construction, and this cannot be 
explained away. This psychological minimum is a puzzle to 
“Rämānuja and Müdhva, In denying it they do not explain the 
problem, but rather take protection in subterfuges which have no 
clear meaning. And the fact should not be ignored that Sarhkara 
in denying the empirical duality is conscious of a transcendence 
in intuition and knowledge which does not come under the ordi- 
nary logic. Sarhkara’s logic bas two forms: (i empirical and 
(ii) transcendental. When the transcendental consciousness 
dawns upon us the reality of empiric consciousness assumes an 
ideal character. The construction which appears so long as real 





now appears as ideal. This transcendental intuition modifies 
the logic of realistic consciousness by the higher logic, the 
organon of super-conscionsness. Philosophy in its final judgment 
must abide by the intuition of transcendent consciousness. 





CHAPTER II 
SELF-LUMINOSITY ОР KNOWLEDGE 


Knowledge in the Advaita-Vedinta is held to be self-lumi- 
mous and self-valid. Knowledge is self-luminous because it 
reveals its own existence as soon as it is born. Had it been 
otherwise there would be a ae or error or certitude of its non- 
existence. But even to an tive mind such things are not 
seen to happen. Nobody doble whether he has a particular 
knowledge or not when that knowledge originates. In the case 
of such objects of knowledge as pot and the like the fact of 
their existence is liable to doubt or misconception. So the 
absence of this contingency puts knowledge in an altogether 
different category from these material objects which depend for 
the revelation of their existence upon their relevant knowledge 
Our very experience, therefore, carries indisputable proof of the 
self-luminosity of knowledge." The NaiyRyikas, however, have 
sought to explain the absence of doubt and error with reference 
to the existence of knowledge on the ground that knowledge, 
whenever it is born, is cognised by ап act of introspection 
(апиоуагазйуа) which certifies its existence’ But this al 
shifts the difficulty to this introspection itself. Well, | 

stion arises, whether this introspection certi! certifies its own 
em for requires another introspection for this ? “If the for 
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alternative is conceded the Naiyāyika gives up his own position. 
The Naiyiyika maintains that all existents are objects of know- 
ledge and as such their existence is proved by knowledge only. 
Knowledge too being an existent fact has also got to have its 
existence certified by another knowlec Bat if introspective 
knowledge is believed to be self-certified then the above position 
is surrendered and there js nothing to prevent the extension of 
this self-evident character to any and every instance of knowledge. 
So it must be held by the Naiyayika that introspective know- 
ledge із incompateut to prove its own existence. And in the 
absence of such proof existence is liable to doubt and error. 
Such being the case, how can you pat absolute reliance on intro- 
spection as proof of knowledge when the former's own existence 
is open to doubt. The consequence would be that knowledge, 
too, for the proof of whose existence introspection was called 
into requisition, would become equally liable to doubt or error. 
And this contingency cannot be avoided even if three or four steps 
іп the process of introspection are admitted, because in the case 
of the last introspection again the same difficulty would arise." 
None of these difficulties arises if knowledge is regarded as self- 
illuminative, that is to say, if its own existence is believed to be 
self-evident. If, on the contrary, knowledge is not believed to be 
capable of revealing its own existence and if it is thought to be 
dependent on anotber distinct knowledge for the revelation of its 
‘existence, the consequence will be ious infinite series and во 
“no knowledge would be possible. The existence of a thing is 
revealed by knowledge and if this knowledge again is unrevealed 
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believed to be self-evident. The multiplication of instances of 
Knowledge would serve only to add to our embarrassment if each 
and every instance of knowledge is believed to be incompetent to 
prove its own existence and thus be made dependent on another. 

The Naiyayikas here argue that the entire charge of the 
Advaitins, that the vicious infinite would be inevitable if know- 
ledge is made dependent on another knowledge, is without 
found; . If we yayikas) held that all knowledge must be 
cognised by a subsequent knowledge then the charge could be 
brought home against our position. But such is not believed to 
be the case. We maintain that the cognition may remain un- 
cognise] and still reveals its object. The revelation of an object 
is not dependent upon the revelation of the knowledge which 
is assumed by the Advaitins without any reason. It may be 
urged that knowledge must be cognised by an introspection ав 
the'causal factors necessary for such introspection are present 
intact. Well, the NaiyAyitas postulate that the cause of intro- 
‘spection is the contact of the mind with the soul in which the 
particular knowledge inheres. Now this condition i» present in 
fall and there is nothing to prevent the introspection (anuvya- 
-wasdya) from coming into being. But this objection, the 
"Naiyyikas rejoin, is futile. Because the presence of the causal. 





"element (pratibandhaka) to frustrate the causal operation, In 
{фе см of prospective knowledge of introspection there tuve 
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vognised as we have proved that knowledge may function even 
remaining itself uncognised. What is wanted for the revelation 
of the object is the mere existence of the knowledge concerned , 
and not the cognition of the knowledge as well." 

"Phe Advaitins urge in reply that this assertion of an un- 
proved knowledge is only an ipse dizit which cannot be accepted 
unless independent proofs are advanced in its favour. In the 
absence of such proofs the existence of such knowledge is a 
matter of doubt, and it can be asserted, on the contrary, that such 
knowledge does not exist. The existence of an entity is attested 
by an independent proof and when such proofs are lacking and 
the existence is only dogmatically asserted the opponent can 
equally assert its non-existence. Likewise the existence of the 
knowledge at issue has got to be proved on the evidence of another 
knowledge and this would necessitate a regressus ad infinitum. 
Tf the existence of a proof could be accepted without regard to its 
own proof then the existence of a pot also could be asserted with 
equal disregard of all proofs? ‘The result will be that logical 
procedure will be rendered absolutely futile and nugatory. No 
‘evidence can therefore be advanced for the existence of an un- 
known knowledge which is made the corner-stone of the Nyaya 
epistemology. It bas been argued by the Nuiyayikas that 
general evidence is not lacking though specific evidence in all 
cases of knowledge is not songht after. The existence of know- 








ledge is revealed to us when there is an enquiry about it. The 
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existence of the knowledge before the enquiry is made, remains. 
unknown and unattested. On the analogy of such unattested 
knowledge the existence of other cases of unattested knowledge 
isinferred. And this inference by reason of its universal refer- 
ence carries its own proof also. But this contention of the 
Naiyayila is opposed to the testimony of experience. We could 
admit the validity of such inferences if we bad even a single 
experience of a series of knowledge-instances in which each 
succeeding knowledge would bave for its content all pre- 
vious instances of knowledges with their respective contents. 
As a matter of fact our experiences are of the form * this is a pot " 
and I know this pot, and no farther knowledge is known by us 
which could be pressed by the Хајудуікаѕ as evidence of the 
aforesaid experiences. And even if it had been possible this 
would inevitably give rise to an infinite series. The contention 
of the Naiyayikas, that the presence of other perceptual data 
cuts short this process, is equally hollow and unsubstantial; 
because the mind could not be diverted from this process of 
infinite knowledge making for the attestation of the previous 
knowledges. The Naiyāyikas however have urged that this gontin- 
gency would occur in the case of any and every instance of cause 
and effect. ‘The effect must have its cause and this cause again 
would have a further cause and that again another and so without 
end. This sort of infinite regression is not а fault, because it 
could arise only if there be such a series of enquiries which bow- 
ever are absolutely redundant. The Advaitins point out that | 
the analogy here is mot on all fours. The infiaite series of 
в about the cause and effect does not arise bec; use thi 
doubt about this causal relation ever coming to a cessati 
f this break in the causal series could be possible the effect 
est d bave been uncaused and so would have | 
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instance of knowledge then the last knowledge would become 
impossible without its cause, so retrospectively it would entail 
the absurdity of all previous instances. If to avoid this contin- 
gency it is presumed that a particular knowledge is cognisant 
of all knowledge-instances in general we, the Advaitins, would 
ask, is this knowledge cognisant of its own self ? If so, it would 
become self-luminous which is our position. If it is believed 
to be cognised by another it would lead to the vicious infinite, 
and if it is held to be uncognised and unattested it would 
to rerve as evidence of the previous series. 

Moreover the contention of the Naiyayikas, that knowledge 
is cognised by another knowledge when there is an enquiry about 
it, is an assumption which does not save it from the charge of 
the vicious infinite, Enquiry about anything is possible only 
if there is a previous knowledge of it. But how could 
this previous knowledge be possible if the knowledge їп 
question is noi believed to be self-evident. If this previous 
knowledge is held to be caused by another knowledge this would 
cause a rearward infinite series. If the knowledge about a 
knowledge is held to be caused by the influence of the latter 
witliout there being an enquiry this would lead to an infinite 
regress in the forward order,' All these contingencies however 
are avoided if knowledge is believed to be self-luminous and self- 
evident as held hy the monistic teachers. 

The monistic conception of self-illumination bas been 
-challenged by the Naiyîyikas on the ground that a logical deter- 

шо ‘self-luminosity (scaprakáéstea) is an impossibility 
оры the concept cannot give us any definite 
the Tattoapradipika bas set forth a number 































48 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS 


not to be regarded as mere scholastic elaborations having little 
Philosophical interest. There is good reason, on the other hand, 
to believe that these definitions, despite their scholastic appear- 
ance, really represent the development of the dialectic movement 
of philosophical thought in course of which the status and func- 
tion of consciousness in relation to the objective reality were 
brought to а focus. "The problem is one of absorbing interest 
and has a profound value in its bearing on the philosophical 
issues, We propose to examine the different conceptions that 
have been discussed by Citsukbücárya, one of the greatest 
dinlecticians in the Sarkara-Vedünta, fand shall assess their 
philosophical value. 

Now what is the import of the concept of self-luminosity ? 
Tt may be conceived to consist the union 
of existence and illumination, In other 
words we shall regard a thing to be self-luminous if we have 
reason to believe that illumination constitutes its very being and 
mature, Objects of our empiric knowledge have existence of 
their own, but as they lack the character of illumination they 
onnnot be thought to be self-luminons or svaprokagah. Know- 
ledge, on the other hand, combining in itself both existence 
and illumination thus alone becomes fit to be characterised ая sell- 
luminous, This conception of self-lominosity however would be 
futile. For the Naiyhyikas to whom knowledge is cognised by 
онно, do not deny the fact that knowledge _ 
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E. tion is cognised neither by its own self nor by any after-cogni- 
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explicit, we should regard that alone to be self-luminous, the 
ion of which is caused by its own self and not by an 
But even this modification would not make the concept 
of self-luminosity free from objections, because it makes con- 
sciousness both its subject and its object—both cogniser and the 
cognised—which is evidently absurd, as the same thing cannot be 
regarded as the subject and the object in the same reference. The 
subject (karty) is what exercises a function and the object is that on 
which an effect is produced by the operation of the subject. The 
operation must exist in a thing which is distinct from the object 
operated upon. The carpenter converts a piece of timber into a. 
jon, which is found in the carpenter 
and not in the timber which is operated upon, nor in the table 
which is the resultant product. The timber is the object because 
- the effect, namely, a transformation of the shape, is induced on 
it by virtue of an operation which inheres in another distinct 
he carpenter.” So to make the same thing the subject 
logically absurd because it splits up an identity into 

two opposed factors, which is against the law of identity. 

This absurdity has been sought to be avoided by a further 
amendment. Knowledge, it is contended, is self-luminous because 
itis not lighted up by any homogeneous illuminating factor.* 
"Thus а lamp might be called soaprakasah ог sell 
“cause i 
may form the same class with the lamp. Cognition too is self- 

luminous, because according to the theory of the monists cogni- 








or anuvyavasaya, 
` The qualifying adjunct sajatiya (homogeneous) is of vital 
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‘mean both material and intellectual illumination. If the former 
sense is accepted, the Naiyàyika cognition revealed by the after- 
cognition and not by any material illumination would come uader 
the definition. 
‘This definition has been seriously challenged by the critics 
who argue that this very adjunct would prove suicidal, for the defi- 
М ыр ion would then apply to the lamp, etc; 
ich is admittedly not self-luminous accord- 
ing to the Advaitin. The lamp is revealed by knowledge 
which is not homogeneous with the inert lamp. If, however, the 
definition were without the adjunct there would be no question 
of extension to the lamp because prakasa then might mean ine 
tellectual illumination by which it is revealed. Thus the Advaitin 
is in n logical seesaw, the definition with or without the adjunct 
sajatiya being absurd. 
` These difficulties led the Advaitins to further modify their 
conception of self-luminosity and the result was a new formula- 
tion. Knowledge is called self-Iurminous because, when it arises, it 
never remains unmanifested.' According to Advaitins knowledge 
is called jAdtasattaka or something whose existence is always known —— 
and never remains unknown. That knowledge exists but remnina 
unmanifested, is a position which has been denied x 





“Advnitins« It is also a common experience that knowledge 
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Pleasure, pain, similar other feelings and the lamp, tbe sun, and 
all other physical illuminations being objects of empiric 
knowledge cannot be characterised as jidndvigaya and claimed to 
һе self-luminous. 

It might however be argued that in avoiding the defects of 
the previous formulations which it successfully does to a great ex- 
tent this new formulation creates an impossible position for the 
Advaitins as it takes away the only ground from under their fect. 
How could knowledge be avisaya or incapable of being an object 
of knowledge, seeing that this very thesis has to be established 
by inference and authority, etc., thereby making it at least the 
subject (object) of such discussion ? 

To obviate such an obvious criticism, a little modification 
might be introduced by saying that self-luminous character may 
be ascribed to ““ what is subject to vyacahars or empiric usage 
while at the same time is not an object of knowledge." * 

‘The latter part of the definition as already explained simply 
means that knowledge itself is not an object of knowledge like 
other ordinary objects such as the pot, cloth, etc. And by the first 
part ‘ vyavahüra-vigayatcam ' it is merely implied that the logical 

idgment in the form ‘* knowledge is self-luminous'" is capable of 
being logically proved, i.e., subject to inference and other proofs 
like other logical judgments. 
"Phis however affords no real escape from the difficulties of 
the position, for the admission of its being subject to logical 
criticism means no more than that it is subject to inference and 
other proofs which are not otber than knowledge. 

Again, this position is suicidal, because it is inapplicable 
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In order to meet the criticisms that have been levelled by 
‘The ünal solati, the Naiyayikas, the Advaita-Vedanta defines 
finally the self-illuminative character of know- 
ledge as follows = 

*' Though incapable of being an object of knowledge, yet 
possessing competence for perceptual use." ' 

Even this elaboration of the concept might be made the 
target of criticism. For this would be inapplicable to 
Brabman, the final consciousness, which is beyond all deter- 
mination and therefore also all usage. To avoid this, the 
Advaitin bas to take a roundabout course in order to 
explain the definition so as to make it applicable also to Final 
Consciousness. Following the well-known Nyiya method of 
explanation by negations, he takes the phrase aparoksaeya- 
vahdrayogyatvam or * capability of perceptual usage’ not in its 

parent ordinary positive sense but in a technical sense to 
imply or connote ** what would be the non-receptacle (anadhi- 5 
karana) of eternal and absolute negation (atyantabhava) of the 
capability of perceptual usage." * Thus by use of two negations 
‘the Advaitin seeks to apply it to both empirical and transcendental 
‘or absolute consciousness. It is of course clear that empiric 
knowledge has capability of perceptual usage, but can the same 
thing be said of transcendental consciousness? Evidently it 
said that absolute knowledge has this capacity as 
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never reside in any locus where its counterpart or pratiyogi can 
be found at any stage or in any form. The Naiyñyika vindica- 
tion of the definition of Substance or draya as essentially a 
seat of qualities (gumavatea) illustrates it. The Naiyāyikas 
define the substance as the seat of properties, but they admit 
that at the time of origination, there is no quality or property 
attached to substance ; and the definition would become * too 
narrow ' as it would not cover the case of substance at the time 
of origination. To avoid this difficulty, they too bave to mı 
tain that ' the scat of property," the essential mark of substance, 
implies the ‘‘non-location of the absolute negation of the 
seat of properties,” ' thereby making the definition applicable 
to substance both at the time of origination and thereafter: for 
though at the time of origination there was no quality in a 
substance, its absolute negation was not also there; since absolute 
Negation means eternal negation in the locus of its counterpart, 
and eternality or absoluteness attributed to negation means that 
its counterpart or pratiyogi is to be found in the locus at no 
time or stage. For example, there is absolute negation of form 
inthe air because at no time and under no circumstances, is there 
any form in air, i.e., air is eternally formless, 

‘The expression avedyatea or unknowability has been intro- 
duced as a qualifying epithet to the second condition to exclude 
pot and such other things which may form the objects of percep- 
tual usages. They being the objects of our empiric cognitions 
cannot come within the scope of avedyatoa. Now the critic may 
return to the charge and say how it is possible to speak of Super- 
consciousness as avedya? For in the admission of the Advaita- 
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Vedanta the self-luminous knowledge forms the object of 
authority or verbal cognition. Agama or scriptural'testimony 
is the only source to realise the true nature of the Absolute, Pure 
Being-Bliss-Consciousness. The highest being or Brahman has 
been characterised as aupanisada, i.e., the reality cognisable 
through the Upanisad texts which only can vouchsafe unto us 
the truths of revelation. And no knowledge in Vedanta empiric 
or intuitional, can be marked as self-luminous or seaprakaéa, 
as all forms of knowledge came under the scope of nedya 
or knowable. Hence to avoid the suicidal character of the 
definition the expression avedyatra should be taken in 
technical sense. It means phalaeyipyatedbháca. Phala implies 
the result of the definite functioning of the psychosis or 
mental process in the immediate cognition; and the mental 
process functions in revealing objects of cognition in its duc 
vividness. Phalacyapyatoabhaca is a negative mark which 
denies the determinate or definite mental functioning necessitated 
in the immediate cognitive process. Psychosis or vrtti in the 
Advaita-Vedinta works definitely and indefinitely. In the сазе of 
concrete objects it is definite and determinate but in the case of the 
Absolute it is undefined and indeterminate. The former called 
phalacyapya and the latter is called vritiryápyz in the is Vedintic 
terminology, or, in other words, a concrete object is charac- 
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functioning of mental consciousness according to a mould and 
form. Consciousness in that determinate form removes the 
ignorance and establishes the identity of the percipient and object 
consciousness." It is called phala in the determinate perceptual 
process. Advaita-Vedinta recognises three aspects of conscious- 
ness and their identity in perception, Pramatreaitanya is 
the subject-consciousness, Visayacaitanya is the object-conscions- 
ness and Vrtticaitanya is the consciousness immanent in the 
psychological process. ** Antahkarava is a dynamic entity 
and is unceasingly active in receiving the forms of objects. Tt 
goes out through the sense channels and is engrafted on a thing 
and takes impression of the object." Revelation of objects to 
the percipient subject is called phalavyapyatea im the Advaita- 
Vedanta. The negation of such a phalavyapyatea is evident 
enough in the case of objects of разі and future and of unper- 
ceivable things, ¢.g., merits, demerits, etc., as in those cases the 
outgoing of antabkarana through the sense channels is not possible 
because all those objects lie beyond the range of our senses ; and 
identity of the three aspects of consciousness is also impossible. 
‘As a result the definition of self-Iuminous knowledge characterised 
by phalany@pyatvoabhava connoted by the expression avedyatea in 
‘no way extends to the objects beyond the class defined. 

The Advaitins further observe that the  self-luminous 
character of knowledge is a logically valid concept which might 
also be established by proofs (pramanas). And what is 
‘established by proofs must have some essential characteristics 
which are set rth fa ib definition. he function of definition 
is to point out the essential features of the things defined and 

classify them on the basis of their essentials. It is therefore 
7 dari if the Advaitic category under discussion is established 
p e d сап also be logically defined. But the 
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The Advaitins advance the the following syllogism in their 

ausis. sore Our. “Consciousness is self-luminous 

јере" mik. because it possesses the characteristic ‘ anubha- 

iiv, And what does not possess this charac- 

teristic “ anubhatitoa ' is not characterised as self-luminous or 
‘svaprakaga," eg., the pot Or in other words : 








(A) all self-luminous things are possessing the 
characteristic anubhátitva. 
(E) No pots are possessing the characteristic 
anubhatitea, 
27. (E) No pots are self-luminous, 





‘The syllogism may be explained thus: (1) pratij&4 or pro- 
position or the thesis to be established is: consciousness is sell- 
luminous, (2) hetu or the reason is: because it possesses the 
characteristic “ anubhatitoa," (3) udaharaga or explanatory 
example is the pot (yathà ghafah). Examples may be homo- 
geneous or affirmative or ‘sadharmya’ where the property to be 
proved and the ground (hetu) are present, and heterogeneous or 
negative (vaidharmya) where the property to be proved and the 
ground are both absent. In the syllogism under discussion all 
positive instances come under tbe scope of the minor or * рака" 
and this is why there is no concrete positive illustration to be 
cited to prove the co-presence of the major or the property to bo 
proved and the middle or the ground. As the syllogism is 

purely negative in its character only the negative instance is 
shown to prove the co-presence of the “hetu” and * sadhya 

‘the basis of the negative dialectic patent enough in the proposi- 

k уаппаїсат tannaivam ' or whatever does not p ss tl 
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presence or absence of the ground in the "pakga' or minor. In 
the former case it is affirmative and in the latter it is negative, 
“upanaya” or application is nt in the judgment 'tathà 
ceyam or so is this consciousness, Because consciousness 
possesses the characteristic *anubhütitoa' it is self-luminous, 
(5) The statement of conclusion is called nigamana, Nigamana 
restates the proposition as grounded. — What is tentatively put 
forth in the proposition or * pratijna’ (the first member of the 
syllogism) is established in the conclusion. 
This syllogistic argument, the Naiyayikas point ont, is 
vitiated by a number of fallacies. ‘The syllogism involves a 
dilemma whose two horns or poles are rendered 
panna bayi obs faulty by the two fallacies—siddhasadhanata 
and sddhyaprasiddhi, "Тһе Nai 
whether the prior conception of the major or sddAya is а neces 
sary element in the Advaiti inference ? — If the monistic teach- 
ers are positive in their answer, the major ог sãdhya being an 
attribute in its nature cannot stand by itself ; it must be located 
їп а substance. Conception of an attribute without its substrate 
or location is an absurdity. То be logical one has to admit that 
the attribute (dharma) (svayarnprakaéatea) or self-luminosity— 
the major of the Advaitic syllogism—resides in а capable 
(yogya) substratum which may be characterised by such an 
attribute. Consciousness or anubhati is the only possible sub- 
stratum where this attribute is ascertained (niécita). As a 
result the existence of the major in the minor becomes a 
pre-admitted fact and the syllogism commits the fallacy of 
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Again if the preconception of the major be an admitted fact, 
the purely negative character of the inference (kevalavyatireki), as 
has been suggested by the Advaitins, is an illogical assumption. 
Kevalavyatireki or the purely negative character of the inference 
implies that the positive concomitance or anrayavyapti of the 
middle and the major is an impossibility and the concomitance is 
apprehended only negatively. — Now if the prior conception of 
the sadhya be accepted the positive concomitance is not an im- 
possibility and the purely negative character of the syllogism, ав 
given by the monistic teachers, is illogical. If, to be consistent, 
the Advaitins adopt the negative course, or, in other words, if 
they deny the prior conception of the major they commit the 
fallacy of the unproved major or sadhyaprasiddhi. Тһе inferen- 
tial judgment, that knowledge is self-luminous, is intended to 
prove that the subject or knowledge possesses the feature indi- 
cated in the predicate. Knowledge marked out by the predi- 
cative idea (visistabuddhi) implies the previous notion of the 














anything unknown before and as such only repeats a known fact and doos 
not make any advance, it infringes the fundamental condition of inference 
and virtually forfeits its right to be regarded as an inference. ‘Thin in 
technical called the fallacy of Siddhasddhana which is a purely Indian 
conception. 

à Sadhyaprasiddhi,—Another condition of inference in that there 
must be an invariable and universal concomitance (vyäpti) betwen the 
probans and the probandum without which no inference is possible, ‘The 
universal proposition or the major premise in Aristotelian syllogism em- 
(bodies this invariable coneomitance. Now, the vniversal 
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property to be proved. Concrete conception depends upon the 
pre-notion of the property which makes it concretised. Predica- 
tive idea or rifegamajüdna stands as the causal factor of the 
concrete aspect of knowledge cigistabwldhi. As the judgment, 
“a man characterised as the holder of the stick,’ logically pre- 
supposes the notion of the stick, similarly, all concrete notions 
imply the pre-cognition of the property predicated of the subject. 
Hence the particular judgment construction of the Advaitins 
* consciousness is self-luminous,' to be logically valid, must pre- 
suppose the predicate which is to be proved in knowledge by 
means of inference. And though the syllogistic argument might 
avoid the fallacy of sddhyaprasiddhi it would be vitiated by the 
fallacy of siddhasadhanata or proving the proved. 

To repudiate the charge of sadhyaprasiddhi and siddhasadha- 
nata which represent the two poles of the Naiyayika dilemma, 
the Advaitins argue that the sádAya or {һе 
major of the syllogism is not an unknown 
factor. The major or sddhya bas its pre-cognition in a general 
way on the basis of an inference known as sāmānyato- 
drsta in the Naiyayika terminology. When we see a horned 
animal and infer thatit bas a tail, we have а case of samanyato- 
“га inference. It is based on general observation and on the 

uniformity of experience. Experience teaches us that self-lumino- 
sity or svaprakāðatva is not an absurdity. It is an attribute 
located in а substrate. But the special features of the substrate 
are not known to us and we cannot characterise the substrate 
with its particular name and form and other essential natures. 
To establish the prior conception of the major, the Adv: 
` observe that all dharmas because they are dharmas, are subject to 
eternal negation or atyantabhdva in a particular substrate, c.g., 
* gullatva* or whiteness. * Whiteness which serves as ап attri- 
_ bute to» white pot, is denied in a black pot. Andon the basis 


Advaitiow" reply. 
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of such an explanatory instance it is inferred that all attributes 
are absolutely negated somewhere because they are the pro- 
perty of a particular substance only. Vedyatra or knowability 
therefore subject to absolute negation in a 
te. In this way avedyatra or negation of 
vedyatoa in a substrate being logically established, it implies the 
svayarhprakàéatea or self-luminosity—the major (sadhya) of the 
syllogism under discussion. Svayamprakdéatva, as is understood 
by the Advaitins, rests on the absolute negation of vedyatva or 
Anowability. What does not form the object of cognition is 
called seayathprakaga, Avedyatra thus is the essential character- 
istic of scayamprakagatca as we bave studied before. Now the 
e major ог sadhya being thus a logically estab- 
THU ams mi lished factor, the syllogism cannot be vitiated 
by the fallacy of sadhyaprasiddhi as pointed 
out by the Naiyayikas. 
‘The argument, on the other hand, cannot also be rendered 
faulty by the fallacy of siddhasddhanata because the given 
Question stas. syllogistic argument based on general observa- 
[MEE tion or uniformity of experience may indeed 
indicate the necessity of a substrate, for a 
property without a substrate cannot be conceived. But the sub- 
strate with its particular name and form and other essential 
features which may characterise or individualise it as such and 
such a thing, may et aes as oe RE] 
. ed by the. suggested inference. And it is now individualised 
‘with all its special features, if there be any, as consciousness by 
‘toe anguseted lloginio ergumente, And. the/quoetion of dids С 
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marks avedyatea as well as aparo ksavyavahdrayogyatca or 
capability of its direct or immediate apprehension. And hence 
the negation of гейуа!са is not sufficient ground to establish 
selí-luminosity, the major of the Advaitic syllogiam. "The ques- 
tion of зайца prasiddhi still vitiates the whole circle of argument. 
Tn refuting the objection the Advaitins argue that the capability 
of immediate perception ог aparokearyacahdrayogyatea as а 
characteristic mark receives support even in the Nyaya-theory 
of knowledge. Negation of redyatea is therefore the 
only otber essential mark which bas evoked criticism from the 
Мулуа standpoint. But avedyatra in knowledge having been 
established on the basis of inference, the sadhya or the major 
with all its essentials is proved and the objection of aprasiddha- 
vigeganata or unproved probendum falls to the ground. 








‘We bave already scen the reason why the Advaitie syllogism 
does not commit the fallacy of siddhasadhanata 
though the major or südhya has its pre- 
established character. ‘The real nature of the 
substrate with all its special features being unknown and 
unestablished, the co-presence of tbe hetu and sadhya in thoir 
positive concomitance cannot be logically urged. And the co- 
existence or the positive concomitance of the middle and the 
major is to be explained only through the negative dialectic, 
‘Negativity is therefore the only mark which will explain the 
wyüpli or concomitance of the middle (hetu) and the major 
_ (adhya). The negation of the major (sadhya) implies the 
‘negation of the middle (hetu).. It is therefore that form of infer- 
‘ence wherein the middle and the major do nowhere co-exist 
except in the particular locus and the concomitance being merely 
‘negative, the inference is known аз keralaryatireki. "The objec- 
based on the negative character of the inference, can in по 
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seen that the major of the Advaitic syl- 
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of the aprasiddhavifeganatà or unproved major is based on the 
misapprehension of the Advaitie position. It is now to be 
examined whether the paksa or the minor and the hetu or the 
middle tan be logically determined. 

As regards the minor, NaiyAyikas contend that conscious- 
ness, which according to the thesis of the monistic philosophy 
is ene and absolute without any characteristic of its own, es- 
capes all logical determi з and cannot therefore be styled 
а valid category to form the minor of a sound syllogistic reasoning 
Again а thing is characterised by its essentials and an entity 
without any essential feature and characteristic of its own can 
in no way be logically defined and determined. Anubhatitea, 
Which serves the function of the middle, must subsist in the 
minor ав is demanded in a valid syllogistic argument. Presence 
of the middle in the minor is an absolutely necessary condition 
of syllogistic reasoning and anubhatitos, the middle, has thus to 
be assigned to consciousness, the minor term. This iv 
fatal to the fundamental principles of absolute monism. 
Again anubhatitea itself which is the determining feature 
(pakgatavacchedaka) of consciousness, the minor term, cannot 
be logically categorised. Tt exists in one absolute conscious- 
mess and cannot therefore be styled * jati’ or бл 
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reality being thus questioned it lays itself open to the fallacy of 
sue ума ыңкы. Srürüpasiddhi in the Advaitic syllogism. Svara- 
Serapa püsiddha or unreal in itself is that type of reason 
which does not exist in the subject and therefore саппо afford 
the basis for any reasonîng, as in the proposition, ““ the lake is 
a substance, because has smoke." Unreality attributed 
to the middle (hetu) vitiates the whole system of inferential 
argument. It affects the subject, and the relation of the middle 
term to the subject, and the relation of the middle'and the major 
terms. 

"When the subject itself is an unreality the syllogism suffers 
from the fallacy of aérayüsiddha or unreal as 
regards substratum, The subject or afraya or 
the minor term may be unreal in two ways: 
it may be a wholly imaginary thing as in the case of reasoning, 
* The sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus; where the un- 
reality of the subject renders the conclusion impossible? Or the 
subject may be deprived of the essential characteristic which 
makes it fit to be a subject of a syllogism. “In either case 
the reflection or pardmaréa on the elements of the syllogism 
is impossible, since unreal things—things imaginary or devoid 
of categorically definable essentials cannot be made the objècts of 
such reflection or pardmarga ‘ Hence this species ranks as 
* unreal as regards the substratum ' (scarüpásiddAa)." Тһе 
 Advaitie syllogism under discussion comes within the scope of 

the latter division. For the reason or ‘hetu’ or the middle term 
unreal in itself (svarüpásiddha) and non-existent in the 
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Ав regards the concomitance or (eyápti) of the middle and 
me auge or © Шаг the Advaitins' syllogism commits 
уугун the fallacy of ryapyateasiddhi. The reason, 
і which is unreal in regard to the concomitance 
between the middle term and the consequence, and does not 
present itself as inevitable and invariable, is called vyapyatod- 
siddha. 
Thore are two forms of this class: in the first the 
coneomitance simply does in the second, there is 
concomitance but only a conditional (aupadhika) one, which i 
of no value for inference. In the first case we have such 
inference as “The mountain bas fire because it has golden 
. smoke." For the addition of the * golden” destroys the con- 
comitance since golden smoke does not, in the Indian view, 
exist, *" The conditional concomitance is illustrated by such a 
А tain has smoke, because it has 
^ fire.’ The proposition is conditioned by the fact that there im 
по Universal concomitance between fire and smoke, but only — 
- between fire produced from wet fuel and smoke." * ‘This is the 
renl essence of the Муйуа obarge of vydpyatedsiddhi or the 
reason which is unreal in regard to the concomitance. Itis - 
assigned to the Advnita-syllogism on the ground that for 
want of proofs or pram@nas there is no concomitance 
sible between the major and the middle of the syllogism unde 
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or unreal in regard to concomitance, the Advaitins observe 
that the Ny@ya charges are groundless and based only on 
the misapprehension of the monistic position. As regards 
the objection of svarāpāsiddha or the unreal in itself the 
monistic philosophers argue that though consciousness or 
‘cit’ in its finality is purely absolute and featureless and all 
ideas of empirical duality die out at the dawn of supreme 
Reality yet they do not deny the fact that so long as empiricism 
exists and consciousness is dominated by the pragmatic 
demands, concrete and relative ideas and thought constructions 
possess validity of their own and are not called erroneous. 
Logie bas its value in its own province. The generic character, 
representing the middle or betu of the Advaita-syllogism, ix 
attributed to consciousness or to the subject. Generic character 
implies its own nature as well аз the characteristic of the object 
in which it inheres. Consciousness characterised by its general- 
ity is no doubt opposed to the spirit of absolute monism, but it 
cannot be denied so long as the Advaita-Vedánta is studied as а 
Science of reasoning. 

Though the charge of srarüpásiddha may be di 
in this manner, the objection of aérayisiddhi. still 
argument. "The charge of asrayasiddhi is founded upon the 
falsity of the essential characteristic of the subject or раса 
of the proposition. It is contended by the Naiyayikas that 
anubhatitea or essential mark of the subject (pakgatdvacchedaka) 
being posited in one unitary consciousness, cannot һе 
logically categorised. То judge the question from the 
standpoint of the monistic teacher it appears as an absurdity. 
«Plurality of consciousness due to different conditicyg and | 
limitations is not denied in the Advaita-Vedánta. Knowledge 
transcends all limitations only when it reaches its finality 














and empiric logic dies out. The Nyaya objection arises: 
to distinguish z 
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is conditional ог rather superimposed  (kalpita), conscious- 
ness is one and unitary in its reality. But this super- 
imposed nature of plurality will not affect. the notion of general- 
ity residing in consciousness though one as an inherent. essential. 
For the Naiyayikas on their own admission accept moonhood or 
candratoa as a genus or * jati’ on the ground that the moon, 
though one, appears. аз many when reflected in water. And it 
is on the basis of these plural appearances that moonhood is 
categorised as genus ог јан. An estimation of the Nyāya 
position will clearly explain the fact ibat anubhatitva or the 
essential nature of consciousness or the subject or pakgatdvac- 
chedaka is not non est ; it can be logically categorised as genus 
existing in the apparent plurality of consciousness due to super- 
imposition just like moonbood residing in many moons due to 
reflection in water. And the charges of svarüpasiddhi or the un- 
reality in itself and of @srayasiddhi or unreality as regards the 
substratum fall to the ground. 

As regards the objection of oyāpyatvāsiddhi or the 
unreality with regard to the concomitance, the Advaitins 
argue that the opponents, in assigning this objection, ques- 
tion the inevitable and invariable nature of concomitance - 
between the middle term and the consequence. And their 
objection is valid only in the ease wherein the con- 
comitance cannot invariably and unconditionally be proved. — 
"To establish the logical validity of concomitance Gangesa argues 
that the hetu is that which immediately and always precedes 
the effect. The essence of inference lies in the i 

 concomitance (oydpti) between the middle (hetu) or v 
ha; resultant or yc nA or уура: How is һ 
“concomitance kno, Simple 
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of concomitance must be admitted to be conditional (aupadhilea) 
and therefore useless for log The eoncomitance can be 
either positive-negative (anvayavyatireki) or an agreement in 
presence and absence between" the hetu and sadhya ; or an 
agreement in presence only (kevaldnoayi) or there can be a 
negative concomitance only (keralacydtireki); In the pro- 
position “Living organisms have souls, since they possess animal 
functions’ there can be a negative concomitancg only (kevalavya- 
tirki), since the proposition ‘ What has no soul has no animal 
functions” ean be illustrated by the case of the pot, but the 
positive proposition ‘that which has animal functions has а 
soul’ cannot be illustrated since the conclusion has precisely 
the same extension as the subject and canont therefore be found 
anywhere outside it.? 








If this form of syllogism which is based on the explanatory 
instance, heterogeneous with the proven (vipaksa), and is not 
supported by a similar case or (sapakea)—which is an impossi- 
bility in’ the case of negative concomitance—is taken by the 
Маіулуіказ as the logically valid form of inference, their charge 
of vydpyatedsiddhi urged against the negative syllogism of the 
Advaitins is not to the point. The Advaitins reject both 
the forms of inference keralámrayi and kevalavyatireki. "The 
former because the kevalānvayi inference rests upon the 
invariable and undeniable concomitance between the hetu and 
südhya—a concomitance which excludes proof of negative 
examples. In the Advaita-Vedinta all things are negated 
Brahman and therefore the negative concomitance is not an 
impossible one. Kevalaryatireki, being founded upon negative 
‘eoncomitance only, comes under the scope of Arthdpatti where 
we proceed from the effect to the cause.’ Advaitins accept the 
inference known as anvayi or agreement based on concomitance 
invariable but not undeniable. It is only on the admission of 


Y Vide LLA. р. 149. 
Y Vide A.C.K., p.20. E 
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the Nyaya-view that the Advaitins put forward the purely 
negative form of inference to establish the selfluminosity of 
knowledge This being the ion of the Advaita-Vedanta, 
the Naiyayikas’ attempt to criticise the purely negative со 
comitance of the Advaita-syllogism is to assail their own position. 
Again the condition or upadhi, as its definition indicates, 
cannot be urged in the purely negative form of inference. For 
the Naiyayikas define condition or upadhi as what covers 
‘the major but not the middle or in other words what invariably 
co-exists with the major but not with the middle. ‘This being 
the essential characteristics of condition or upadhi, the cond 
tional concomitance, to prove its invariable existence in the 
major, requires an explanatory example. Now the question 
arises whether this explanatory instance proves tbe invariable and 
universal co-presence of the major and the condition or upadhi in 
the suggested minor (раа) or elsewhere. 1f itis to be proved 
elsewhere, а sapakya or an instance homogeneous with the 
proven is absolutely required to satisfy the first condition of the 
conditional concomitance or to prove the universal co-presence 
of the major and the suggested condition. - But this inference 
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faulty. Now if the existence of tbe- major in the minor be 
pre-accepted, inference, as a valid source of proof, becomes 
useless and naturally the question of condition vitiating the 
true foundation of ryapti bears no utility of its own. Hence 
to prove the validity of inferential proof the presence of the 
major in the minor is to be everywhere doubted and to be estab- 
lished by the syllogistic reasoning. Again if sadhyavyapakatoa 
or the co-existence of the major with the condition or upadhi 
is proved in the suggested minor or pakşa, it becomes an ad- 
mitted fact that the condition existe in the minor and as a result 
the co-existence of the condition with the middle is also estab- 
lished as the presence of the middle in the minor (hetoh 
paksadharmatà) is an absolutely necessary condition of the infer- 
ence. And in this way the condition becomes a part and parcel 
of the syllogism and its own conditional character rendering 
the inference faulty, is denied.’ Hence the question of vyapya- 
toasiddhi or unreality of concomitance cannot arise in the purely 
negative form of inference. То estimate the correctness of the 
middle (hetu) it is also further observed that the middle term 
ів not subject to any other form of fallacies which invalidate 
the inferential judgment. 
‘The reason or * hetu ' advanced by the Advaitins cannot 
The or меш be called a contrary (viruddha) опе. The 
Кн "oars contrary reason is what goes to prove exactly 
= the opposite of the thesis it is adduced to 
establish. Tt is defined in the Nyàya literature as sadhyabhava- 
pipe pote middle which exists only wherein the major 
The therefore does not exist in the 
does exist in counter-examples 
ie алар) ‘it bas water”  (hirado 
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observed that where there is water there is no fire. Or, in other 
words, where water representing the hetu exists, e.g., in the 
pond, the negation of fire or sad/yabhüea is apprebonded. And 
again wherein fire or the major is cognised, e.g., in a kitchen, 
the etu or water does not exist. This form of reasoning is 
styled viruddha or contradictory. "The Advaita syllogism escapes 
this contradiction because knowability or vedyatea, which re- 
presents 'südhyübháca ' or the negation of self-luminosity, 
the major of the monistic inferential judgment, may. exist 
in the pot and such other concrete objects but anubhūtitva ә 
or the * hetu ' of the syllogism, which, ав an essential nature, 
inheres in consciousness, where in the existence of the major is 
only a matter of doubt, cannot re: in the knowable. The 
middle term therefore cannot be characterised as sadhyabhavavya- 
pyahetu or the cause existing only where there is the negation of 
sadhya ; and it does in no way violate the conditions of valid in- 
ference or go to prove the opposite thesis and cannot be called a. 
contrary one. 
It is also not inconclusive or discrepant or anaikantika in 
its character. Anaikantika or  inconclusi 
reasoning leads to more conclusions than one ; 
the conclusion ceases to possess any certainty 
and remains therefore as an object of doubt. ““ From the ground — 
of intangibility we may conclude either the cternalit; 
‘the non-eternality of sound, since both eternal atom: 
non-eternal cognitions are intangible. ‘The middle. 
pervaded by the major. As the middle 
concomitant with any опе alternative, it is с: 

ег logie. 
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Sadharana anaikantika bas been defined by tbe Naiyayikas 
he middle tern ie 08 südhyabhücavaderttihetu or a type of infer- 

AE ence in which the middle term со-ехівіз even 

with the negation of the major term, e.g., ‘the hill is smoky 
because it is fiery.’ In this inferential judgment the middle term 

` fire exists even in the overheated iron ball (ayogolaka) wherein 
the major, smoke, is wanting and the middle term being too wide 

in its nature the inference is called sadhdrana anaikantika or the 
common inconclusive. But in the Advaita syllogism under dis- 

« cussion svayamprakasatoa or self-luminosity, the major term, is 
negated in the knowable, e.g., the pot, etc., but the middle term 
cannot be predicated of it because consciousness does not exist 
in the pot or such other inert substances ; and the middle term is 
not too wide or sidhitrana anaikantika and is therefore distinct 
from the common inconch 3 
The middle or * hetu ' is also not too narrow and the charge 

‘Whe middle tarm i, Of asddhdrana anaiküntika cannot be urged in 
рет: the Advaita syllogism. For * the too restricted 
reason. (asddhdrana) occurs nowhere outside the subject itself. 
Ile absence from the opposite instances or counterexamples tends 
0 establish the validity of the conclusion, but its absence from 
imilar instances or examples tends to invalidate the result 
ch remains therefore a matter of doubt, “Sound is eternal 
use it is audible" is the standing example of asûdharana 
бету» fallacy. As we have seen the fallacy is distinguished 
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~~ invalidate the Advaita inference because the inference being purely 
negative in its nàture has no similar instance or sapaksa to 
prove the negation of its middle term in homogeneous cases. 
Again the charge of indefinite reasoning or the reasoning 
тш charge ot ыш. Î® Which the middle term escapes verification 
pie seanaing aea Cannot also be brought against the Advaita 
syllogism. *' The reason which does not sub- 
sume (anupasamhdrin) is that which is alleged of a subject 
which is so extensive as to permit neither of examples or 
counter-examples, as in “ АП is eternal, because it can be 
known." Tbe nature of all forbids the possibility of any uni- 
versal concomitance. Or equally well the opposite argument 
can be used “Al is transitory, because it can be known." It 
is therefore a doubt which makes valid inference an imposaibi- 
lity. "The existence of the middle in the instance heterogeneous 
with the proven or ‘cipaksa’ or in the instance in which the 
negation of the major is doubted, though not ascertained, inval 
dates the syllogistic argument. And to prove the validity of 
inference, the possibility of such an existence of the middle 
should be denied by the help of *badhakatarka'" or contradictory 
reasoning. If there is no counter-reasoning or badhakatarka to 
А the existence of the middle in the counter-example or the 
example in which the major term is doubted, the reason cannot 
lead to a valid inference. In the Advaita syllogism, the Naiyn- 
Wl, consciousness is the minor term and svayarit~ 
or сы. жены major term is doubted in the minor, — 
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"То repudiate this charge of indefiniteness of the reason the 
Advaitins argue that the position taken up by the Naiyāyikas 
has been rendered faulty by infinite regress and cannot therefore 
be accepted. If knowability is urged in consciousness the first 
cognition forms the object of the second one and tbe second of 
the third and so оп. The Ny&ya theory, in this way, cannot 
escape the unendiog question of infinite regress. Tt is to be 
prevented by reasoning or tarka for such an endless regress will 
go to prove the non-existent character of consciousness. Hence the 
negation of self-luminosity cannot be urged in consciousness and 
the inconclusive or indefinite character of the hetu or reason on. 
the basis of doubt cannot be logically put forward in the Advaita 
syllogism, ‘There are, rather, favourable arguments (anuküla- 
tarka) to posit the monistie view against the standpoint of the 
Naiyayikas in which the question of unending regress makes 
knowledge itself an impossibility. Contra-arguments or bádhaka- 
tarka put forward by the Advaitins may refute the Nyñya 
standpoint but this does not establish their own theory. 
Arguments are therefore necessary in their favour to lead the 
Advaitins to a valid result. The Advaitins argue that 
there are two points which can be urged by tbe opponent 
school : (i) consciousness is not known at the time when it illu- 
. mines its objects, or (i it is illumined by another conscious- 
ness, In the former case cognition remaining totally unknown 
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definite knowledge of the pot is not proved false or doubtful in a 
later stage it is taken as definite and pragmatically valid (prama) 
notion. When an inquisitive mind observes а thing and forms 
a judgment ‘I have seen а thing,’ the thing shines forth and 
knowledge also is apprehended at the time of the enlightening 
of objects. For otherwise there would arise the possibility of 
doubt or falsity as regards the knowledge which lights up the 
object. But a normal mind never suspects the definiteness of 
knowledge when the objects of knowledge satisfy the pragmatic 
demands of life. Want of falsity or doubt, etc., therefore, stamps 
knowledge with a degree of reality. Asa source of pragmatic 
usage therefore it is also self-shining or self-illuminated, Denial 
of illumination of knowledge at the time when it lights up its 
objects would invalidate its nature and would puta stop to all 
endeavours. It is rather an absurdity to suppose that knowledge 
whose only essential nature is illumination illumines or lights up 
things and it itself remains totally unnoticed and unobserved." 
The second alternative which represents tbe viewpoint of the 
Nyfya can in по way escape the question of the unending 
regress. Hence the only way out is to accept the Advaita Е" 
of self-luminosity. 
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of the cognition in which the object (artha) and the self are re- 
vealed? he asks. Is it self-revesling (svaprakaéa) or other-revealed 
(jada)? If ît is taken as other-revealed (jada), then the whole world 
would be steeped in darkness being without a revealer ; for the 
object and the self being both taken as revealed are jada and the 
cognition itself being now taken as other revealed also becomes 
jada and there would be no revealer+ Now can it be held 
that the sarivit or consciousness, though itself not self-revealing, 
reveals the objects and the self just as the eye though not secing 
itself sees everything else ; for what is meant by this revelation 
of objects is nothing but the production of their cognition 
or awareness (janajanana) and if the cognition is supposed to 
be not self-revealing, the knowledge of а thing becomes 
impossible. In short revelation means nothing but the 
generation of a process of consciousness and if consciousness 
itself is not self-revealing, then the case for all revelation is 
lost. Hence Vacaspati urges that sameit must be regarded 
as depending not on anything else for its revelation. But 
here a new difficulty crops up: Even supposing that saravit 
їз welf-revealed, how does this self-revealing character help 
‘the revelation of objects that are essentially jada? These 
objects carmot be revealed simply because they are brought 
into relation with the self-revealing consciousness; for a 
mere relation with something self-revealed does not qualify the 
objects unrevealed for being revealed. To argue like this is 
the same as arguing that because the son is а learned man, 





.! Bhümati, р. 35, Bombay Edition. 
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therefore the father also is learned) Меге relation is not 
enough; the relation has to be further determined ; if it were 
зо, the self-revealing consciousness would reveal everything 
at the same time which is as absurd as the above argument. 
If however it is argued that it is the nature of savit that it 
reveals itself only in conjunction with the revelation of objects 
and the self and that there is no revelation of savit where 
there is no revelation of objects and the self, the Vedintist 
replies that if the revelation. of objects and self is different 
from the sameit, then the self-revealing character of айе! 
also would disappear since it has to depend on something other 
than- itself for its revelation, If however it is not different 
from sarcit, then the revelation of objects and self being not 
different from жас! becomes identical with sameit and there 
is no force in the argument. Besides, the consciousness 
of absent objects such as the past and the future cannot be 
simultaneous or in conjunction with the objects themselves. 
And what is more gross material things cannot. be object of 
the self which is of the nature of pure consciousness— these 
material things being always perceived as external having 
extension and magnitude and pure consciousness being felt 
to be wholly internal baving no extension and magnitude, 
Hence the only right conclusion to be drawn is that the object 
“as something different from  self-revealing consciousness is. 
indefinable in character.’ This revelation or consciousness has — 








1 Вышай, p.86: 
Tat kim putra} pandite iti pitapi padito' 
2 Bhâmati, p. 36: "s < 
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no internal division of its own and the division of the object 
which is indefinable (mireücya) cannot introduce any division 
into consciousness which is determinate and definable; for 
that would mean determination of the determinate by some- 
thing indefinable which is an absurdity.' Hence the Vedanta 
concludes that there is no revelation of the conscious or the un- 
conscious as such by another, that pure consciousness is self- 
revealing and the object becomes revealed only when it is 
in illusory identification (tādātmyādhyāsa) with pure conscious- 
ness, 

Prakasitman in bis Vivarana corroborates the same. by 
saying that consciousness (saroi!) is self-revealing and that ite 
self-revelation is not due to any other self-revealing cause.” It 
is, on account of this natural self-revelation of consciousness, 
that its objects also appear as self-revealing. Padmapida also 
in his Paüeapádikà means the same thing when be states that 
the self is of the nature of pure self-revealing consciousness. 
When this consciousness appears in connection with other objects 
and manifests them it is called experience (anubhava), and when 
it is by itself it is called the self or dtman.' 

Anandabodba Bbattarakácárya further observes that if at 
the time when an object is known, knowledge itself were not 
revealed, then there might arise the doubt ** Have I known or 
bave I not ?'" “Did I see or did I not ?" No one however has 














“1 Bbûmati, p.37: + 
Na oa prakidarh nirväcyam bhettumarbati 
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such a doubt. Thus it stands to reason that knowledge itself is 
revealed when an object is apprehended. Now admitted that 
knowledge is revealed, it may still be doubted whether it is 
revealed by anweyavasdya or after-cognition as held by the 
Naiyiyikas or by jiiatata or cognisedness as held by Kumarila 
Bhatta or whether it is self-revealed. If knowledge is sup- 
posed to be revealed by another cognition then that cogni- 
tion itself, will require, for its revelation, another cognition 
and so there will be unending regress.! Even when it is said 
that knowledge is inferred from jadnajanya-jaatata, the question 
arises : '* Does jndtata generate knowledge being itself unrevealed. 
or does it generate knowledge being itself revealed simultane- 
ously with й?" If jāātatā were unrevealed at the time of 
knowledge then there would arise the doubt, ‘* Did I cognise the 
fact or did I not ?'' But no such doubt arises.And if cognised- 
mess (jidtatd) is revealed simultaneously with knowledge, then 
the objection would be that simultaneity is not possible as one 
is the effect of the other. Cognisedness being the product of 
knowledge and knowledge being inferred from cognisedness, 
Knowledge aud“ cognisedness are not simultaneous ; the one 








? (а) Vijninamartheprakidasamaye prakiéate tedupadbivanuntayarh 
sapdehigogyatvat arthnvat, prakisamRoutabbyupagame tu yadi MEE ! 
ridbioamasya prakiGanarh tadaiva tatrüpi 
tyunavastha prasajyeta, па ca asti ekadaiva 





SELF-LUMINOSITY OF KNOWLEDGE 79 


produces the other so that knowledge is inferred from cognised- 
ness which again being produced by knowledge there would be 
the fallacy of Itaretarāśraya or mutual dependence. Again 
when an object is cognised, there is said to be produced in the 
object a peculiar property called cognisedness or jadtata, and so 
when this cognisedness is known, there will be produced another 
cognisedness in that cognisedness, and so on ad infinitum. If, 
to avoid such an infinite regress, cognisedness be regarded as 
self-luminous it may as well be argued that the cognition itself 
is sell-luminous." 

"This self-luminous character of knowledge has also been 
advocated by the Jaina and Buddhist thinkers in their theory of 
knowledge- 

Buddhist thinkers hold that all consciousness, cognition 
(citta) and feelings (caitta) are known by them- 
selves; or in otherwords they are self-trans- 
parent and seli-luminous.* Consciousness is 
diametrically opposed to matter in this that it is of the nature of 
illumination like the luminary їп the firmament, whereas matter 
is veiled and hidden by a constitutional darkness, The being of 
consciousness is its illumination, its luminosity and so it cannot 
be unknown. Consciousness thus differs from dead unfeeling 
and unthinking matter which has no light in itself, The im- 
‘materiality of consciousness carries with it the prerogative of 
self-revelation and does not connote any subject-object relation in 
its constitution, which its very immateriality precludes. Matter 
‘alone can be divided and consciousness can be consciousness only 
if it refuses to be split up into compartments, which the subject- 

relation involves. So self-luminosity of consciousness 













jamiine jüñtatā, tatbà jūàìtatāyāmapi jüàyami- 
rath, athe ipae svmprakis jaîno kab pro- 
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does not connote a bifurcation of consciousness into a subject 
and object, which would be absurd in a single unit. Con- 
sciousness and self-consciousness, therefore, are interchangeable 
terms. — The light of consciousness makes the dead matter 
shine and if the consciousne supposed to be hidden 
and veiled in and by itself, there is no knowing how 
knowledge can. arise at all. Dharmakirti has very pertinently. 
observed “perception of an object is impossible if perception itself 
iceived.' ' If cognition cannot shine in its own light but 
only in the borrowed light of another cognition, bow can the 
second cognition, which equally lacks original light like the first, 
make it «bine ? Certainly there must be light somewhere and 
if itis supposed to belong to some remote cognition, what is the 
barm if itis be conceded to the first ? -If you deny original 
light to any cognition whatsoever, perception of objective 
reality will become impossible, 
by darkness. Aud the alternative of shining in borrowed light is 
exposed to the charge of regressus ad infinitum. The contention 
that a cognition reveals its object, though lying unknown by 
. itself, like the «ense-organ, has been proved to be a colossi 
hoax. A cognition reveals objects, which are foreign to it, only 
because it is self-revealing like light. The subject-object relation — 
does not exist and so there is no dichotomy in k epe Cet 
-is immediate in all knowledge and is not known like an external а 
nie Its nature is to ——M и! аш 
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tongue or nol. Argument will be lost upon bim—a human 
statue in stone, who perceives an object but is not conscious that 
һе perceives it.' To say, therefore, that the object is known and 
not the fact of knowledge is to talk nonsense. The contention, 
that awareness is only implicit in objective perception and во 
knowledge is not always of the form ‘I know the object,’ but it 
is simply of the object, does not prove that the knowledge is un- 
known. Implicit or explicit awareness is always self-awareness. 
‘Phe reference to the subject and the object in a judgment i 
question of emphasis and is possible only if there is a recognition 
of the fact of knowledge. So the self transparency of knowledge 
is the presupposition of all knowledge and cannot be denied 
without denying the very possibility of knowledge." 
Prabhicandra in bis prameyakamalamartayda, strongly 
criticises the Ny&ya-Vaisesika view that “cog- 
nition is manifested by another cognition 
"Winceitis an object of knowledge like a cloth."* The argu- 
ment that a cognition is cognised by another cognition is refuted 
by the fact that pleasure is self-cognised and also by the fact 
that the cognition of God though not cognised by another cog- 
nition is valid. If however, it be held that cognition of God is 
cognised by another cognition then that will involve unending 
regress. If this infinite regress is sought to be avoided on 
the assumption that there are two cognitions in God, one eog- 


nises the universe and the other cognises that cognition, then 








‘The Jaina position. 
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the answer is that the assumption is absurd as two cognitions of 
the same nature and existing as long as the object endüres are 
nowhere found. Even if the assumption be supposed possible in 
God, the question is “Is the second cognition perceived or not ? 
if it be not perceived how then can it reveal the first cognition?” 
if it be held that even though itself unperceived it can cognise 
the first cognition then the first cognition though not perceived 
may also cognise the object ; if it be held that the second cogni- 
tion is perceived then the question arises “Is it perceived by 
itself or another ?'' If it be perceived by itself then this capa- 
city may also be attributed to the first cognition. If it be per- 
ceived by another, i. e., a third cognition, then there will be the 
fallacy of infinite regress. If the second cognition be perceived 
by the first and the first by the second then there will be the 
fallacy of mutual dependence (anyonydérayatvam).' More- 
over, does the second cognition arise when the first cognition 
exists or after its disappearance ? In the first case there will be 
two simultaneous cognitions which is absurd. In the second 
case, what will the second cognition perceive? If it be said 
that the non-existent first cognition is perceived by the second 
cognition then the cognition becomes false as its object is non- 
existent. Similarly, in human consciousness, is the second cog- 
nition perceived or not? If perceived, is it perceived by itself 
or by another cognition ? If it be perceived by itself then we 
may as well attribute the capacity of self-perception to the first 
cognition. If it be perceived by another it will lead to infinite 
regress. If it be not perceived then how can it perceive the first 
cognition ? If it be said that unperceived second cognition рег-_ 
ceives the first cognition as the sense organs though themselves" 
unperceived, produce apprehension of objects, then why should 
‘not the first cognition though unperceived perceive the objects ?* 
"Thus the assumption of a second cognition is useless. 


A + yide Pr. K. M., p. 34. 
2 Vide Pr. K. M., p. 84.97. 
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To obviate all difficulties, it must be held that consciousness is 
self-revealed. In the case of God his cognition in apprehending 
the universe apprebends itself. Self-revelation is inherent in the 
nature of consciousness as such, whether divine or human." 


1 N.B.—In order to give an insight into the incisiveness and subtlety 
displayed by Indian thinkers, it was felt necessary to give this rather 
elaborate logical disputation about the nature of svaprakdéatva or self-reveal- 
ing character of knowledge, Sometimes it does happen. as is natural, that. 
im their enthusiasm to pick holes in the armour of the opponent, they lose 
sight of the main point and wander into byeways but on the whole the 
argument never misses or ignores tho eballenge but tries to meet it fairly 
and squarely. 





CHAPTER III 
VALIDITY or KXOWLEDGE 


The most important question which demands our attention 
in the epistemological survey is the validity of knowledge. We 
derive knowledge every day from different sources, e.g., percep- 
tion, inference, authority, ete., but in every case validity consti- 
tutes the chief problem. The question invites keen interest of 
the epistemologists in the domain of Indian Philosophy because 
the teachers of ndian Philosophy Idiffe 











as regards the nature, validity and sources of knowledge the 
opinion of the sister scbools of Philosophy are divergent, 
Our task, in the present thesis, is to examine these different 
theories of knowledge and to estimate their respective position 
in the science of knowledge. 

‘As regards the validity of knowledge there are chiefly two 
issues in Indian thought, (i) ‘scatah pramanyavdda’ or the 
theory which advocates the truth or idity of knowledge 
self-constitated and self-evident, and (ii) * paratah-pramanya- 
тайа '—a theory which maintains that the validity of knowledge 
is borrowed or imported from without. Knowledge does not 
carry with it its own conviction of proof. Its validity depends 
upon something else which does not itself constitute. knowledge. 
The term ‘vada’ means the bone of contention upon which 
the teachers of philosophy form divergent opinions and about 
which they are divided among themselves. 

(1) The Sarnkhya schogl maintains that both validity and 
mon-validity, proof and disproof, sre inherent in the cognition 
‘itself. (2) Naiyayikas bold that both are proved by something 
else, i.e., by extraneous causes as inference, etc, (8) The 
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Buddhists are of opinion that invalidity ioheres in all cognitions 
but validity is established by something else. (4) Mimarh: 
and Vedintists believe that validity is self-evident and invalidity 
is determined by extraneous causes.’ 





An elaborate treatment of the question requires a fuller 
account of prümünya or validity as a philo- 
sophical concept. What ‘ prüm&oya * connotes 
is'a problem which faces us here. And diver- 
geut opinions which have been formed by the teachers of Tndinn 
Philosophy are mainly due to their different conceptions of 
pram and pramáwa in the theory of knowledge. To estimate 
the nature of validity as advocated by the teachers of Indian 
thought what demands our attention first is the nature of pramā 
or true knowledge to which pramanya or validity is assigned 
as its essential nature or property. If the definitions advanced 
by the different schools of philosophy are critically viewed, two 
striking features are revealed. Knowledge which reveals the 
mature of things as they are (yathabhita) and which is not 
^ sublated (abadhita) is called prama or valid. Revelation of 
objects in their true perspective and correspondence of ideas with 
‘objects are essential marks of valid apprehension. This corres: 
pondence of ideas to objects, the Naiyayikas hold, cannot 
straightaway be known. One has to infer this correspondence 
- from the capacity of knowledge to lead to successful action. 
‘Validity is determined by an appeal to facts. Knowledge is an 

itement to action. It unfolds to us an object which may be 
desirable, or undesirable, or indifferent. "Phe percipient subject 
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of things. He is eager to attain desirable objects and to avoid 
undesirable ones. The Naiyüyikas here agree with the modern 
pragmatists in their view that '* Knowledge bas its basis in the 
practical needs of human life and its validity lies in the practical 
results in which it issues." The study of the Nyàya theory of 
knowledge reveals the fact that truth of validity of knowledge 
depends upon its relation to facts it reveals, and the relation is 
one of agreement and correspondence inferred from the working 
of ideas, our knowledge leads us to action. When by acting 
according to it we attain the desired object we call it valid 
knowledge; when we fail to attain it we call it invalid 
knowledge. So from consequences we infer causes. Неге we 
see that paratah-pramanya of the Naiyayikas is а logical 
necessity. Thus this successful issue of knowledge is the ratio 
cognoscendi that it is valid. 

The question may be viewed from another standpoint: 
“Truth is prior to verification. A judgment is true, not because. 
it is verified by an appeal to facts ; but it is verified because it 
is true." When the problem of validity is tested from this stand- 
point, it is clear that the validity of knowledge as revealed 
by the inference from its pragmatic utility presupposes that 
the truth of knowledge was already pre-existing independent- 
ly of such inference and it is in this sense that knowledge 
may be said to be self-valid. In other words pragmatic 
utility merely reveals and confirms the pre-existent truth of 
knowledge. Hence as regards the ratio-essendi or origin, 
validity was already there in knowledge. The question whether 
such self-validity is due to the inherent elements of knowledge 
itself or is the result of extraneous elements is a different prob-, 
lem which requires separate treatment. Savara, the great 

of the Parva-Mtmithsi and his followers Prabbikara, 
Kum&rîla and teachers of the Vedanta, who advocate the self- 
‘established authority of the Vedas, maintain the self-evident 
character of knowledge as an imperative demand of logic. We 
shall try to give an account of their respective positions when we 
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shall deal with their standpoints. Tt is bere noted only by way 
of introduction how those two theories scatah-pramanya and 
paratah-prāmānņya came into being in the study of epistemology.” 
This analysis of the problem of validity in Indian noetics 
rests on two well-known principles, viz., (i) appeal to facts and 





1 N. B—It is significant and interesting to note that oven in the 
domain of Western Philosophy we have almost parallel theories about the 
validity of knowledge. The Pragmatic and the Realistic scbool in modern. 
Philosophy advocates the theory of Paratah-prámánys and Arthakriydhditoa 
of the Ny&ya and Buddhist school. 

aya " Truth happens to an ide 

Its verity i» in fact an event, a process : tbe process namely of its 
ing iteelf, its verification. Tts validity is the process of ite valid action." 
Вее also tho meaning of truth, pp. 200, 222. Prof. Dewey says, '' The true 
monos the verified and means nothing ols Prof, Watte Cunningham 
in his Problems of Philosophy, p. 120, also explaining the pragmatic tost 
of truth asserts ‘*Utility is the criterion of truth. А judgment is made true 
by being verified and apart from its verification it cannot in any intelligible 
sonso be said to be either true or erroneous. Similarly, Joachim in the 
Nature of Truth, p. 19, in explaining the correspondence theory writes: * A 
judgment is true, if the thoughts whose union is the Judgment "eorrespond ' 
to tho fucts whose union is the ‘real * situation which is to be expressed. 
‘My Judgment js true it my ideas, asserted by me in my Judgment, corres- 
pond to the fasts, But my ideas are ‘real’ and ‘real “not simply in th» 
senso that they are certain events actually happening in my psychica! 
history. For it is not qua-psychical events that my ideas correspond with 
the facts and in corresponding are true. Similarly an adumbration of the 
conception of svatah-pramapya might also be traced here and there. Thus 
Jouchim in his Nature of Truth while criticising tbe correspondence theory 
and explaining the neo-Logic and Motaphysics of the Realistio school 
ав represented by Bertrand Russell and G. E. Moore writes: * Truth is 
what it is independently, whether any mind recognizes it or not," (P. 18.) 
"'We do not create truth, but only find it ; we could not find it if it were. 
| there and în a sense independent of our finding." (Pp. 18, 14, p. 20.) 








ı is independently of my thinking it, and again, in independence of 

‘the process through which I come to think it. "Truth ís discovered, not 
nt It however be recognised that the similarity of the Муйул 

m with that cf tho Pragmatists does not go far enough. 
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correspondence on the one hand and excessive belief in the 
maxim, (ü) that ‘a power by itself non-existent cannot be 
brought into existence by another, on the other. It is fur- 
ther significant that Buddhists propounded their theory of 
validity on the basis of the first principle while the Sámkhyists 
take their stand on the second in explaining their viewpoint, 

‘Thus Buddhist thinkers in explaining the valid nature of 
eplaastion of the ®%Регїепсе lay stress on correspondence, and 
Вейн view, workability is the only test of truth in their 
theory. Right knowledge is uncontradicted knowledge (avisam- 
vadijhana) which enables us to attain the knowledge.” Attain- 
ment of objects means successful activity in regard to the objects 
and implies understanding them in their true perspective. 

Dharmottara thinks that the object attained is not identical 
with the object known, for the object attained is different from 
the object known, because the latter does not exist when 
the former ix attained though they belong to the same stream ог 
series. 

"The Buddhists and the Naiy&yikas agcee in this that they 
accept practical efficiency or “arihakriyakariteam” as the test 
of trath. Tho relation of facts and ideas of the Buddhists, hows 

ver, differ from that advocated by the Naiyayikas. It should. 
коө. that the Buddhists hold that invalidity inheres 


put 
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particular case can only be established as due to extraneous causes. 






In the Buddhist epistemology knowledge is studied from its two 
different aspects : (i) knowledge transcendental, and (ii) experi- 
ence immanent. Knowledge from the metaphysical standpoint 
is momentary, svalaksama and nircikalpa. Experience, how- 
ever, bas some practical vi leads to the attainment 
of the object Dharmakirti speaks of this kind of practical 
knowledge as pramajadna or right knowledge. Ѕатуалјйдла or 
true knowledge, Dharmakirti observes, is the invariable ante- 
cedent to the attainment of all a man desires to have." 
"When with the presentation of any knowledge we get the 
object presented by it, we may be said to bave right knowledge. 
"The process of knowledge starts with the perceptual presentation 
and ends with the attainment of objects represented by it and 
fulfilment of some practical need. There are five stages in the 
acquisition of experience. > 
(I) The presentation of the object, i.c., pure sensations as 
"'something'" which causes these sensations of sight and touch, 
etc, by stimulating the appropriate nerves, i.c., the book. 
ion—In this stage ideas from memory due 
to past experiences are called up and associated with the pure 
sensations во ав to make them intelligible by bringing them 
under different categories of genus, differentia, etc., such as this 
sensation-giving object belongs to the book class and so on. 
(ILI) In the next stage, there is a consciousness that this 
may serve some good purpose (Istasadhanatajaanam), 
ау) ОК ДЕ чеш the prompting of desire 











The st stage there isan seii їп accordance with 
to realise the abject following the direction 
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standpoint. This arthakriyaküriteam is almost the same as the 
test of workability of the Western Pragmatists. This, in ifs 
extreme form, implies that no perception or knowledge can be 
regarded as in any way valid unless it leads to the realisation of 
objects fulfilling the need which it was meant to fulfil. This 
however to be rather an extreme position even from the Buddbistic 
standpoint. For how could we then explain perception when 
it is not accompanied by the effort to test it by practical 
efficiency? If the knowledge of the object is not put to the test 
by practical effort are you to reject it as invalid? Obviously this 
cannot be so; for а very large number of perceptions is never 
put to such actual practical test. Therefore it would seem. 
that all that the Buddhists mean to imply by this arthakri- 
yüküritvam is that perception or knowledge gained thereby must 
be capable of being verified in some practical manner when occa- 

. sion arises, It is this difficulty which leads Dharmottara to _ 
make а distinction between the right knowledge which is the 
immediate antecedent of attainment (arthakriyanirbhasam) „арӣ. 
that which leads to attainment through certain intermediate 
stages (arthakriyasamarthe ca pravartakam). 2 

"Thus though pure sensations ace nirvikalpa still perceptions | 
ae they enter into our experience would seem to involve many — 
motions which elaborate the sensations wbich we receive, But 
the question is: Are the notions to be regarded as real and 
empirically valid or are they to be looked upon as creation of 
ee eee S 
will ee 
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amr). As soon as these impressions are recalled they help to 
revive some non-sensuous elements such as the notion of sub- 
stance, universality and particularity, etc. The sensuous or 

^ presentative elements аге then synthesised with these non-sensu- 
ous elements and the object is apprehended as a substance having 
attributes, as a particular belonging to a certain genus, and as a 
whole having parts and so on. 

‘These non-sensuous elements being subjective contributions 
without any objective counterpart have not got that particular 
vividness and distinctness which is the distinguishing mark of 
the sensuous element (rifadücabhása). They, however, by 
virtue of their synthesis with the sensuous elements appear to 
be apprehended as equally vivid, distinet and objective and 
ordinary minds therefore fail to notice the distinction between 

sensuous and non-sensugus elements in perception and their 
notions of universality, etc., are regarded as extramental, Thus 
it is their association with sensuous elements which makes them 
appear as sensuous and objective. — Non-sensuons elements there- 
fore shine with a light not their own but borrowed from the 
sensuous ones. Perception involves both sensuous or presenta- 
tive and non-sensuous or representative elements. The problem 
therefore arises—as to bow are we to construe and explain the 
origin and nature of these non-sensuous notions ? 

Perception is the result of the conjunction of the organ of 
‘sense and the object. But neither the sense-organ nor the 
object has any capacity to act upon the non-sensuous elements 
by appealing through memory. For by the time the non-sensu- 

elements are revived and integrated with the sensuous ones, 
ыы organs of sense will have ceased. The 
7 Sees ate thea ais 
-those operations. "The subject alone has 
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If sensuous apprehension of the universals, ete., were at all 
possible, it must be due to the sense-organs acted upon by the 
object characterised by universality, etc., present in the object or 
by these revived notions (smaranasahitendriyajam) or by the 
object and the revived notions operating together. In the first 
case, the universal, ete., not being in touch with the sense-organ 
could not be sensuously apprebended, in the second case, they 
would be apprehended simultaneously with the sensuous processes 
waiting for the revival of the word images and the notions but 
that is absurd. In the third case the resulting apprehension 
would not be sensuous but а combination of sensuous and non- 
sensuous elements 

Deeper metaphysical speculation shows that the so-called 
universality, substance, etc., do not exist as eternal self-existent 
realities and that these very notions of universality, substantiality, 
etc., involve antinomies and contradictions. Hence in the ab- 
sence of such realities, any sensuous apprehension thereof, even 
though certified to be valid by sense-perception for the time 
being must be regarded as erroneous ; for obviously what does 
not exist at all is unfit to occasion any sense-perception," 

‘Thus it is clear that what appears to be a substance having 
attribute, as a thing having parts and so on, is not an extra- 
mental fact, but something built up by the subject out of 
elements contributed from within.” 

An analysis of the notions as involved in the mental processes 
reveals that there are some notions which have an objective basis 
and reference while there are others which are purely subjective 
being the products of imagination. Thus there are two distinct 













dbasyo và smarturh aimarthyam, savikelpatica smriyā Каја jatyadi 
yojanayā upajiyate. 
—Муйуагаірӣкагға, p. 161, 
л Vide Upaskiro, 8-1-2. 
. 2 Evametüb pravartante vàsanümátra-nirmitàly 
EE piti ы 
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groups of notions, according to the author of Nyàya-manjari—one 
idantograhi apprehended as implying an objective reference, 
the other anidantagrahi implying no such objective refer- 
ence. The first group comprises notions of universality, sub- 
stantiality, etc., for they are apprehended though erroneously 
a8 something sensuous and objective and implying extra- 
mental reality, The second group includes the processes 
which are purely subjective implying по objective validity 
(chatramanoratha-viracita). The Buddhistic schools call both 
the kinds of notions, vikalpas ог notions wrongly apprehended, 
This the Buddhistie schools maintain by showing how these 
notions enter into our knowledge though they have no metaphy- 
sical validity." 

This is what may be called the phenomenal aspect of know- 
ledge or the aspect in which knowledge appears to us. Knowledge, 
in this sense, is dependent or pratantra and is the work of the 
understanding and its categories having validity only within 
experience. Thus the phenomenal existence of the world with 
its distinctions of subject and object is accepted by the Buddhis- 
tie thinkers; and judgments are formed to explain the empiric 
experience which helps our life progress. When such experience 
answers the need of our practical life it is called valid, otber- 
wise it is invalid. What is called valid or normal knowledge is 
from the standpoint of the Buddhistic metaphysics, invalid as 
the categories themselves which form the so-called valid judg- 
ments ure erroneous or false. Buddhists have emphasised the 











false character of all existence consistently their views of 
non-validity of all knowledge (sratahpramanya). 

In analysing the viewpoints of Dharmottara and Dharma- 
сіі it appears that the Buddhist thinkers take 
their stand only on the workability (artha- 
kriyākāritoam) of knowledge. Determinate 
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knowledge or experience by itself is from the standpoint of 
the Bauddha metaphysics, erroneous and its erroneous character 
has been justified by their explanation of determinate factors of 
knowledge. But our experience of the pragmatic life, which 
enables us to attain the object and is therefore uncontradicted, 
is taken as valid. Тһе only test of truth is its verification? — " 

Experience is verified because it is true. Verification is 
not the cause or guarantee of truth. In that case, some forms 
of valid experience themselves. would be divorced from the cate- 
gory of vi . For example, the inferential knowledge which 
goes to establish the objects of past and future apprehension is 
to be taken as invalid in its nature as at the time of inference 
the verification of past and future objects becomes an impossibi- 
ity. And again if such an inferential knowledge is denied 
validity, then the definition of validity based on verification 
becomes too narrow. The definition becomes also too wide ав 
it will include smrti or memory knowledge if memory-knowledge 
is to be excluded from the category of valid knowledge or pra- 
màjñāna—for in memory verification cannot be questioned. 
"Uddyotakara thus says that practical efficiency is not, however, 





the sole test of truth. There is such a thing as inferential | 
validity. "The Naiy&yika definition of pramājňānam thus 

does not deny validity to past and future facts where the test of 
practical efficiency is inapplicable, пог does it include smrti- 
ўййпат or memory-knowledge which is placed in a different – 
category as smrtifadnam is based on sarskāra only Gabi NN 
‘matrajanyarh jana sm; This will be made clearer when. 
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the existent. The effect persists in the cause in an unmanifest- 
са state. What is valid is always valid and what is invalid is 
always invalid. Validity inberes in valid. knowledge and invali- 
dity inheres in invalid knowledge. Validity and invalidity 
fire therefore to be admitted in knowledge.  Pre-existence of 
validity and invalidity before manifestation follows from the 
Sitikhya theory of causation or Satkaryavadah, 
In every determinate cognition we have two elements in the 
Sümkhya epistemology, determination of 
Buddhi particularly modified and consciousness 
reflected in the modification. Buddhi works 
inating the nature of objects and the force of conscious- 
kti) works in reflecting itself in the modified Buddbi 
and imitating the modification. Question of doubt, invalidity, 
ete., cannot be urged in the pure consciousness ; they are func- 
tions or modifications of Buddhi. Consciousness even in the de- 
terminate conscious process being only an aspect of pure eternal 
consciousness can in no way be called invalid in its nature. 
Jnvalidity may therefore be urged in the function of Budd 
Truth of knowledge consists in recording the things as they are. 
When Buddhi determines the object in its true nature the expe- 
rience is called valid, otherwise it is invalid. Through the media- 
` tion of Buddhi connection of the unattached Purusa with the 
object has been established and called knowledge, again the 
` connection of Purnga with this definite knowledge resulting in 
“I know’ is known as revelation of apprehen- 
Validity, invalidity, proof and disproof are. 
of this apprehension of Puruga. It is proved 
itself. All appearances forming the objects of 
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knowledge are valid entities! As regards the validity of know- 
ledge the Sarikhyas belong to the school of extreme realism. То 
them appearances have value and validity of their own. Even 
false appearances, because they are appearances, are not false, 
they are also valid entities implying objective reality? What 
we call valid and invalid knowledge, the Sarikhyas hold, stand 
on the same footing. ‘The facthood of theoretic assuredness of 
the false percepts is not denied in the Samkhya system. In 
explaining the epistemology of illusion the Samikliyas argue that 
in every case of perception, true or false, an object i» actually 
perceived. — Prabb&candra in bis Prameyakamalamartanda 
mentions prasiddharthakhyati as the view supported by Bhiiskara 
and the followers of Sémkhya. According to this theory what- 
; for, there can be no appearance of what never 
pears at one moment may not exist in 
the next moment, still it is at the moment when it appears. If 
non-existence at a subsequent moment be the ground of invalidity 
of knowledge, then existence will have to be denied to lightning 
which disappears immediately after it bas flashed. 
In criticising the view, Prabhácandra argues that this view 
is not at all satisfactory because it makes all 
Cuca et the itions valid and the distinction between 
bi esit кй a ol cognition is without any 
meaning, for all knowledge records the objects ns they are,“ This 




















‘this respect the Sirhkhyiets agree with the Riminujisis to 
Үз uere We have deve: 
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is an absurd position and involves contradiction, In tbe expla- 
nation of the Sûmkhya theory of valid knowledge we have 
alrendy noticed that in defining Prama or valid knowledge the 
Süükhya logicians take their stand on the record of things as 
they are (yathárlha-paricchitti). "The form artha, VijüAna- 
bhilisu observes, indicates its distinction from false knowledge ' 
And now if the Sákhya teachers explain the object of illusory 
cognition as an established object (Prasiddharthakhyati) they 
cannot avoid self-contradiction. 1f falsity and truth of know- 
ledge be self-constituted, then the contradictions in cognitions 
cannot be explained. The Sakhya maxim that Sakti or capa- 
city which is not existent by iginated otherwise, 
ія not enough t^ give the satisfactory explanation of the validity 
and invalidity of knowledge. When I eognise water as water we 
call it valid and when I mistake the rays of the sun as water it i 
called invalid. In both cases judgment has been formed ‘1. see 
the water," it is now therefore to be admitted by the advocates of 
harthakhyati that the sakti or capacity of both 
ty lies in the judgment construction ‘I see 

But a question may be asked thot if validity and 
invalidity, proof and disproof, are equally telf-constituted, con: 
formity and non-conformity would arise indiscriminately in cog- 
n, ns there is no law or limiting principle to guide confor- 
mity in the ease when itis called valid and non-conformity in 
һе саве of invalidity and thereby to establish truth and falsity 
he sound logical basis. To explain away the apparent con- 
“tradiction if the ба» Ауа logicians advance different sets (groups) 
م‎ causal relations (elements) in the case of conformity and non- 









th the objects in cognition, their own theory of 
by introducing the extra- 
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the Naiyayika theory of paratah promanya discarding their own 
согу. 
Prama or valid knowledge has been defined by Udayana in 
„y bis Tatparyya-parisuddhi as * Cognition of the 
W. real nature of things," What constitutes the 
real nature of thongs ? "It is nothing ebe 
but being or existence in the case of that wbi b is and. non-being 
or non-existence in the case of that which isnot. ‘Iai is to vay, 
when something that is. is apprehended os it really i» (tatha 
bhütam) ovd not as something of a contrary nature (aviparilan). 
then that which is thus apprehended constitutes the tre nutre 
of the thing, and analogously when a nen-entity is apprehend d 
as such, e., ак what is not. as something of a contrary nature. 
then. that which is thus apprehended. constitutes the true vatuie, 
of the thing." ^ Knowledge advances with judgment construc- 
fion. Anda judgment consists of subject ani the predicate 
linked: together by a copula. Subject is something which is 
characterised hy the preilicate which characterises the nature of 
the subject. The subject gives us a glimpse of its existence, it is at 
first apprehended as ** this" without any particular ¢haracteri 
tics, anid the predicate determines the nature of the given by: 
specifying its properties: . Where the driecminateness \ngrees, 
with the nature of the object called valid. or Yatharllia, and. 
where it does not agree it is cal'ed invalid or ayath-rtha, 
"Valid knowledge, according to Nyay& view, copivs reality of 
































Y (ау Tatteinubbavab prami, 
(b) Yatharthinubbaweb prams tateSdbonafics praminam, 
‚ 9 (d) Yad yaträsti tatra tajjñänsrh prometi niruktam. 
> Vardhamina’s Kusumanjuli prakhén, 4.5. 
2 (b) Ki panastattvam? ratogen sadbhiivab nentéériendbbavab, eat. 
saditi grhywennprh уві balan aviparrrh (otlverh bbayntı ағассй aditi 
 grbynmigosh tatbablûtamaviparitarh tattverh Vhavat. |, 3 
nE 2 f Nyisabbissn, LIL - 
(0 Vide Nyüyevàrttiko and Nyayavartikatatparyafjîka, Lili, ` 
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- 
things: Things are the grounds of logical truth. It isthe 
external world existing apart Irom биг knowledge-tbat.deier- 
mines the true nature of our knowledge. Experience is the 
product or resultant of the causal action of the not~elf on the 
sel. The causal categories are called pramdyas or sources 
of valid knowledge and the absolute and universal chara-teristie 
of valid knowledge is known as preminyz in the Nyàya 
epistemology, ‘his explanation of valid experience is short- 
sighted. lt cannot include God's eternal knowledge in 
its scope. The Gol of the Naiylyita is. the ercator of this 
universe. He possesses existence, knowledge and bliss 
(saccidananda). Не is endowed with such qualities as absence of 

demerit (adharma), wrong knowledge (mithyajinz), and ni 
gence (pramida), and pre-ence of merit, knowledge and equanimity 
(dharm1jia iasümádhisampad). Не is omnipotent in regard to 
his creation, though be is influenced by the results of acts done 
by the beings he erewes. Не is omniscient since he possesses 
right knowledge, which is on independent apprehension of reality. 
cognitions are ever- 

there is n» ned for memory ant inferential knowledge. 
orn ıl ever-vali cons i iness of Goil evmnot be styled 
the pr dust эгечинг of profs (praminap'ala) and the suggested 
esplan tion of майу is not enough t prove the vali lity of 
“Gal's ap ms conscio isness. ‘The Ууеуа explanation of praána 
кип ani of valet ka owl «He, cannot be taken asall-comprebvnsive. 
Such an explanation only goes to prove the logical valility of 
empirical kno vlslge. Udiyana in his Kusumihjali explains the 
notions primi and ргат йил, etc, in an all-conprebensive wiy 
which co nprises both empirical knowlelg: as well as the eternal 
consciousness of Gui. Vara larija ia his T'erkitarakg « follows the 
м yiow-point o of Udayanı and gives ‘twofol I explanations of the no- 
аташа, ete., from its eternal and non-eternal 

has. (lie gives clue ty understand: the réal natu 
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mark of valid knowledge and this special feature may be 
noticed both in the individual experience and in the eterni 
experience of Gol. Bat the motion of pram'wa, Varadarája 
observes, differs in eternal and non-eternal knowledge. In the 
сазе of God's eternal consciousness, on account of its etern 
ргат па cannot be explained as means or source of knowlzdge, 
but it means the substratum (aéray2) of consciousness, while 
in the ordinary logical experience, pramama is defined as 
pramákaraga or means of valid knowled, 
Pràmünya or the absolute characteristic of prama or valid 
knowledge may thus be explained in two ways. In the case 
of valid logical experience it is valid because it is the result of 
the causal categories which bring forth the correspondence of 
ides to objects. — Experience belonging to God is taken as 
valid because God Himself who is endowed with the absence 
of false knowledge is the substratum of such experience. This 
explanation thus avoids the narrowness of the definition of 
-pramiva.? Both God and individual beings are called knower 
im the Nyaya theory of knowledge. Неге again the same 
question arises that knowership or }й1па kartytva implies activity 
оп the part of the agent. Ani this explanation again fails 
to explain the knowership or pramatrtoa of God, the possessor 
of eternal consciousness ; for any activity attributed to the 
Knower to originnte knowledge will negate the eternality of — 
‘the divine experience. To explain away this difficulty 
Udayana in his KosumAfijali defines pramatrtca or knowership 
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as the basis of the absolute relation with prr or valid 
knowledge. The nature of this relation тау specifically be 
explained in diferent cases. In the finite experience of the 
individual beings, senses, mind, ete. are the apparatus which 
constitute means of their valid knowledge, and they prompt 
men to action, to examine the correspondence of ideas to 
outward objects and thereby to appraise the value of knowledge. 

in the cause of origifated knowledge some 
is attributed to the knower or pramatd or one 
endowed with the action favourable to valid knowledge 
(praminukala-krtimiterm). Each of the elements constituting 
the apparatus of knowledge his a fun peculiar to itself. 



















subject. No question оз aci 
can be introduced in the eternal cmsciousness belonging to 
Gol. Notions of prāmåtrtva and praminatoa applied to God 
imply no idea of.ageney or instrumentality. What they con- 
mote is his inherent and absolute relation with prama or valid 
knowledge.’ 
Pramanya or validity, which inheres in valid knowledge, 
is studied in the Nyiya-epistemology from two 
sia forte Му» different standpoints: origination and appre 
а heusion’ (wfpatti and jaepti). The bene of 
contention regarding validity of knowledge centres round the 
‘causal elements which originate knowledge (janaka-harana-viga- 
yaka) and the factors that make knowledge intelligible (араа 
дйюзеейнугї). Here the Nyàya explanation differs from 


i) Premdiwsh prémiemnssiyivam — elacca  ak&rpatve'pi 
lévarssya viddbam, сташ ргашауа аһа ayogavyavacch.dena 
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sls who advocate self-vi 









that of tlie Mimi ity of knowledge. 
Acourding to the Naiyyikas validity is established by paratah or 
something other than the cons iiuen:s of knowledge. In sup- 
port of their. proposition regarding origination; the Naiyeyikas 
argue that ргата or right knowledge depends on some causes 
(е g.. absence of defect, ete.) other than comn.on constituents of 
knowledge and is an effect just as false or wrong knowledge is, 
by common admission, an effect originated by eau-es other (һап 
the elements giving rise to the cognition.’ In explaining the 
position Udayana followed by Gafgesa contends that if know- 
ledge for its crigination depends ошу upon the common éonsti- 
tuonts of knowledge themeelves, there would te no genèric 
distinction between right and wrong appichension ; for even in 
the case of invalid knowledge the presence of the common ele- 
ments of knowledge cannot be denied.” If, however, itis contended 
















1 (a) Pramüjüinahetvatirikto-betodhinà Kar atve rotí tadvitegatvat 


apramivat. 
Uday 





Kusuwünja i.p. 50, B nares edn 





(b) Tatteacintin ani, p 201. 
Cp Позы. Principles of Mathematics, p. 38: 
The quest on i= how doe- a proposition differ by being actually try. from 
what it would e a- an eti'y if it were rot true, Leis plow iat true m 
false propositions alike are entities of a kind. but that the proposti 18 have 
«quality not belonging to faise ones—a quality which way be ca lel being 
asserted. 
з (а) Utpodyatepi pramā paratab na tu «чанор jānasimagrināttât 
{ojjans atvena aprawipi pramà »yàt any aibi jOinanapi а na «yit. 
2 Toitvacinümap:. рр. 287-68; 




















AU) Yadi са tàvanmitrüdbirà lbavct apromüpi pramaiva bhavı t. хы 
}бдьатарї så па syût. 


Udaşana's Kusuminjali, p. 59. 











VALIDITY OF KNOWLEDGE. 103. 


tinction -wonld be there аз inyalid knowledge is due. 

to certain particular defective elements (doras), it might be urged 
that this does not much improve matters ; since the distinctions 
then lie in certain special features superadded to the common 
elements. | Sincé invalid- knowledge is explicable by the intro- 
duction of certain: defective ele nents (20915) in addition to the 

common constituents, invalid. kn wedge would be only a parti- 
Пас Гога of pra ia. For itis a well-known truth that a par- 
ticular form or variety of anything is constituted when the 
common essence works. itself out in conjunction with special 
elements. , And. if it bo urged that the presence of the common 
eleme ats or.esserce зох not altog ther obliterate the distinction. 
between prima and aprami or the analozy that inspite of the 
sonce betwen two pots (дл аз) or twins, the diler- 

ence between them i« well-mirked anl cannot be mistaken, the 
Naiy syika argues that.the analogy is not applicable. For the 
distinction between one pot and another is a distinction between 
two objects belonging to the same genus and coustituted by the 
particular elements forming the individuality of each pot, while 
the distinction betwen pramg and apramá isnot- onc between two, 
species of the same genus, as the two are contradictory terms 
forming two different classes. If, therefore, this generic differ- 
ence isto he explained satisfactorily, it is inevitable that the 
тёйгой must be sought for in the causal differences originating 

the two. For Gangesa in his Tattoacintamayi says that it is 
| well-known principle and a fact of experience that whenever. 
“there ix п generic difference between two things, the reason for 
thi ccauses giving rise to them. Thus 

id ше cloth belong to, two. different classes because 
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their originating causes are different. ilarly, the knowledge 
of pot and the knowledge of cloth are two separate effects as 
their orizinating causes are distinct, the contact of the sense 
organ with the pot being the cause of the former while sense 
contact with the cloth is cause of the latter. In the case of 
prama, it is common ground to say that it arises as a result of 
m defective elements. (dosas) as its cause and if we are to 
h pramü as a separate genus, the inevitable demand 

that we must postulate some causal difference 
(such as guwa) which is opposite or contradictory to that of 
aprama and since doga is, by common consent, the originating 
cause of prama, gusa, its contradictory, must be regarded 
as the dillerzntial originating cau-e of prama, thus con: ng 
the two ns separate distinct categories. By this dialectic the 
Na/ytyika shows how inevitably we are led to conclude that 
valid knowlelge bas causes other tban those constituting 
common elements. For if we are to distinguish prema from 
apramt which by common admission is parata, we cannot 
help introdicing other elements as the originating cause of 
ттата which therefore is also proved ратиа&. 

















Y Yatkiryam ya'kiryavijilyorh tat ta’kiranavijath akir-pe jonyarb, 
yai ghufavijy fab fap anyaruā käryava jinsa уйно үйрөт, | 
Еа паз jitivo nape kûrsa n tadvijitiyakd yoküragavijatiya. ghujen Iriya- 
Бшм: г al па vyabbicürab. 














VALIDITY OF KNOWLEDGE 105 


As regards the cognoscibility of validity tbe Naiydyikas 
3 argue that apprehension or cognition of validity 
арышны,“ "IÓ is also not self-evident.’ If validity were self- 
apprehended, then there would be no doubt 
in regard to a cognition, for then cognition itself would imply 
or certify its own validity. If cognition itself does not assume 
the certainty of validity, then the inevitable implication is 
that validity is not self-apprehended.? ‘This fact of doubt about 
the validity of knowledge leading to the inference that validity 
is not self-apprehended but other-apprehended may be put 
syllogistically thas: validity of the first cognition is not appre- 
hended by the causal conditions of knowledge, it is apprehended 
by elements other than those causal conditions ; since inspite 
of the presence of the causal conditions of knowledge, doubt 
about its v rises at the next moment just as in the case 
of invalidity or apramámya.! Cognition is apprehended by sense 
perception but sense perception does not carry with it an 
assurance of its own validity. Validity is apprehended by the 
1 Of. Derke: * all cognitive experiences are knowleds 
possession of, the existent known (if it is an existent); theis 
must be tested by other means than the intuition of the moment,” 
Critical Realises, p. 82. 
3 (a) Pràmāņyarh na svatogrühyarh sardaydnupapattiteh, 
Bh. p., 81. 76. 2 
(b) Pråmānyasya svatograhe snabhyásadnéotpanpa-jtiine tatainíayo 
Опа syt jünsgeahe praminya nigcayit, апіќсауе vû no svatabpriminyy 
кэм. 
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mediate prozess of reflection, or in other words, by means of 
inference. A man seeking water perceives water at a consi- 
derable distance and on the basis of his perception he attempts 
to have it. If the exertion he puts forth becomes fruitful the 
cognition is called valid ; if again it is futile, cognition is invalid. 
Now from the fruitfulness of the cognition, validity of knowledge 
is inferred for that which is not valid does not give rise to fruit- 
ful exertion. This is a purely negative form of inference 
(kevalavyatircki) based on the failure of one's attempt. There 
are other stages to be marked to prove validity of knowledge. 
First an indeterminate cognition of water arises and it becomes 
determinate as this is water, and then his desire for water 
springs forth and activity begins. And when the activity of 
the knower answers his need, the cognition is taken as valid 
by reason of his successful activity. "The negative inference 
further implies that no positive instance is possible to prove 
the validity of a first case of cognition. In the first cognition 
of water (anabhyasadaéotpannajnana) validity cannot be estab- 
lished except by this purely negative inference? In the second, 
third and subsequent cognitions the validity may be proved by 
the inference based on both positive and negative instances. 
Тһе valid nature of tbe previous cognition serves as a positive 
instance and its invalidity as a negative one. The inference 
is thus called anvayavyatireki or positive-negative in its character 
and runs as follows: The second and third cognition of water 
is valid because it belongs to the same category in which the 
activity of the knower has been proved fruitful, e.g., the 
cognition of water? Similarly, invalidity of 
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inferred in the Nyàya theory from the failure of the attempt 
of the knower. In the pragmatic affairs of life some activities 
are fruitful and some are futile. ‘Che question may naturally 
arise—what are causes of success or failure in the activity of 
life? Perception themselves cannot explain the enigma, For 
itis obvious that the sense-perception cannot always unfold to 
us the true natare of objects. We perceive the sun moving 
and the earth steady but in reality the fact is quite otherwise. 
We see the moon having а particular size and shape but the 
moon is far bigger than what she appears. Hence perception 
itself is not the guarantee of its validity. То explain the success 
and failure of life and thus the validity and invalidity of know- 
ledge we must endeavour to find out some extraneous causes 
which determine the true nature of cognitions. When our 
attempts fail we conclude that we are mistaken because some 
defects in addition to the common causes must bave crept into 
the process of our cognitions and it is these defects which veil 
the real nature of objects from our sight and make them appear 
what they are really not. And again in cases where the objects 
of knowledge appear as they are and the exertion undertaken by 
the perceiver is fruitful, the cognition is regarded as valid and 
it is concluded that the causes which lead to unsuccessful acti- 
Уйу are here absent and in addition to the common causes there 
are some extra qualities, vividness of objects, ete., as a result of 
which the objects flash out in their true perspective, These 

dogas and gunas or extra qualities are of various kinds in 
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different types of cognition. And absence of defects or presence 
of extra-qualities (gunas) in addition to the common causes lead to. 
the validity of cognition and thereby answer our need in the 
pragmatic life. Defects in addition to the common ground make 
our attempts vain and thereby invalidate our cognition. 
Sribarsa in bis Khawdanakhandakhalya proves the un- 
Critisims appa S8ti8factory character of prama as defined by 
the Уздун conception the Naiydyikas. iyayikas define prama or 
valid knowledge as tattoanubhatih or cognition 
of a thing as it really is. Both the words tata and anubhatih 
are significant for anubhatib or apprehension cannot by itself 
constitute valid knowledge, for there may be wrong apprehension. 
Again, ѓалат alone cannot be pramá, for fatear means 
reality and may thus include objects of knowledge, prama is 
however, subjective.* 

Sribarga sys that this definition is fallacious ; it will not 
bear scrutiny. In tatteànubhütih there are two component terms 
tattoah and anubhatib. Now what do the Naiyayikas mean by 
tatwa? It may have a derivative meaning (yogarthah) or it 
may have an accepted meaning independent of its derivation 
(rüdhárthab). In the first alternative the term tat implies a 
previous reference and tattvam will then mean the essence or quid- 
dity of the referred. In immediate knowledge the presented 
‘object will сай up a memory image, and knowledge will result 
from a synthesis of the presented and represented elements, but — 
the memory image called up may not correspond to the ob 
presented and the synthesis will not result in valid knowl 
— "The term tat may refer only to the object of memory 
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reference to objects previously known. Take the example of 
nacre mistaken for silver. The image of silver called up by 
nacre will make nacre appear as silver. If by (айтат the 
essence of the represented object is meant, then the tattoam™ will 
be rajatatoam and nacre appearing as silver will satisfy the con: 
dition of taltranubhatih and will constitute valid knowledge." 

If by the term tat is'meant the object called ap only in:cases 
Where there is correspondence between the memory image and 
the object presented, then the definition will involve the charge 
of atmáérayateam or proving idem per idem. Again, if tatteam 
is taken us bhãvacãci or in the abstract sense to mean only 
quiddity, then fa!fvam will not include concrete objects such ав 
pot, cloth, ete., and the knowledge of particular objects will not 
be pruma or valid and the definition becomes too narrow. 

"То avoid these difficalties if tatteam is taken in a téchnical 
sense as srartpam (peculiar characteristics) even then the def- 
nition cannot steer clear of fallacies. If by seartpam is undor- 
stood a being not immanent in many but the special form. of 
every individual object, the question arises: does (асп 
connote all the peculiar forms of all individual objects combined: 
ог these forms separately? In the first case, all the forms are Hot) 
to be found in any particular object and the definition becomes 
absurd. In the second case, one particular form, say of pat, 
js not to be found in another particular object, say cloth, and sò 
the apprehension becomes invalid,” 

! ‘Tattednubbatib prametyayuktarh tottvoéabdártbasya nitvaktuma- 
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Again, this deünition of tattoanubhatih cannot bar wrong 
apprehension, though fatleam is taken to mean svarapam, in 
the case of wrong apprehension such as the apprehension of 
silver in nacre cognition of searapa cannot be questioned. The 
judgment in wrong apprehension has three elements or compo- 
nent parts, namely, thisness (idanta), characteristic of silver 
(rajatateam) and the relation (sarbamdha) existing between 
the two—there is svarapam in all these elements. The svarüpam 
of * this" (idam) cannot be denied nor can the svarapam in raja- 
lateam, or the searüpam of the relation of inberence (samavdya 
sambandha) be gainsaid. ‘Therefore even in wrong apprehen- 
sion there is svarmpanubhali. To avoid this charge the Naiyayikas 
may argue that an inherent relation should not be taken in the 
sense of pure existence or existence as such, 
abstraction free from the concrete components. But it should 
be taken in the sense of an inherent relation between the 
presentation and the representation. So the problem of validity 
turns really on the nature of inherence. The presentation 
(idam) appearing as silver presents а case of. wrong inherence ; 
there is nothing wrong in the presentation (idam) as such, nor 
is there anything wrong in the conception of silver as such, the 
wrongness is in the relation between the two, there being no 
correspondence between the presented idam and the represented 
element (silver). Idam not appearing as nacre which it really 
is, the falsity really lies not in the individual components, but 
їп their mutual relation. ‘This relation between the two com- 
ponents being false, it cannot be held that we have bere a care 
of svarūpa of their inherent relation. ‘The advaitins however 

that the relation of inherence itself is not thus invalidat- 
this substratum it might be false and therefore the 




















of its real character (svarāpa) is not an 
when. said 
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svarāpam, and searüpünubhüti will include а саве of wrong 
inherenee and therefore of wrong apprehension.’ 


As regards the definition of right cognition as the direct 
apprehension of the real nature of things, Sriharga argues that 
such a definition is faulty, since, if one by accident hits 
rightly on certain things concealed under a cover and not 
perceived, or makes a right inference from faulty data or by 
fallacious methods, though the awareness may be right, it cannot 
be called right cognition. Cognition, to be valid, must be pro- 
duced through unerring instruments; here, however, in case of 
chance guesses it may sometimes be right without being produced 
by unerring sense instruments. Correspondence of the cognition 
With its object (yatharthanubhacak prama) cannot also be taken 
аз а proper definition of right cognition. Such correspondence 
might mean either that which represents the reality of the object 
itself or similarity to the object. The real nature of an object is 
indeterminable, and so correspondence of awareness with the 
‘object may rather be defined as similarity of the former te the 
latter. If thi ıilarity means that the awareness must have 
such a character as is possessed by the object (jAanarisayikrtena 
rüpewa sidréyam), then this is clearly impossible ; for qualities 














1 Suktau hi yo rajatamiti pratyayab sc'pi evarüpsbvidhirbbavatyeva, 

‘na bi dharmt va rajatatvash và ma svarüparh, парі tayoh pratibhüsamiünal 

sambsndhal) na svarüpamiti yuktam, ssmaviyo hi tayob sarhbaodhab. 

 pratibhiti ва ca svarüpamava, satyarh samaviyaly svarüperh sa eva tu Áukti- 

kîdau rajatatvasya müstiti cot maivam, tatra nastitve'pi svarapataya 
teh па hi grhe Devadatto nistiti втагйра na syàt. 
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that belong to the object canndt belong to the awareness ; there 
füay be an awareness of two green pots, but the awareness is 
neither two, nor green." It may be contended that the corres- 
poudence consists in this, that the -greenness, etc., belong to the 
object as qualities possessed by it, whereas they belong to 
Awareness as being qualities which it manifests” But even this 
‘would not hold good in the case of illusory perception of silver in 
a eonch-shell ; the awareness of “ before me ` in the perception 
of ‘before me the silver’ has to be admitted as being a right 
cognition. 1f this is admitted to be a right cognition, then it is 
micaningless to define right cognition as true correspondence. If, 
however, entire correspondence of awareness and its nbjeak be 
insisted on, then partial correspondence like the above can hardly 
be brought within the definition. But, if entire- correspondence 
ju considered indispensable, then the correctness of the partial 
correspondence has to be ignored. It is, however, conceded by 
the Naiyayika that all cognitions are valid, so far as reference to 
‘an object is concerned, and only the nature of cognition may be 
doubted as right or wrong, when we are considering the 
correspondence between the nature of the object and the mental 
modification qualified by the awareness of the object. Moreover, 
the correspondence can refer only to the character, form or 
appearance of the thing as distinguished from the thing itself. - 
‘Hence our affirmations regarding the objects as distinct from the 
` characters and to which the characters are supposed to belong. 
“would be false. ¥ 

. 5 Udayann's definition of right cognition as samyak parice) 

ог proper discernment is next taken up and Sriharsa says 

d samyak meaningless ; for 
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with all ils characters, properties or qualities. If right discern- 
ment means the discernment of an object with its special 
differentia, this again is untenable, for even in wrong cognition, 
say of vonch-shell as silver, the perceiver seems to perceive the 
distinguishing marks of silver in the concheshell. The real 
point centres in the difficulty of judging whether the distinguish- 
ing marks observed are real or not, and there is no way of 
determining this in tbe definition advanced. If, the distin- 
jing features be described as being those characteristics 
without the perception of which there can be no certain know- 
ledge and the perception of which ensures right cognition, then 
it шау well be said that amounts to begging the question, 
Besides it is impossible to discover any feature of any cognition 
of which one can be positively sure that itis not wrong. A 
dreamer confuses all sorts of characters and appearances and 
yet perceives them all as right. It might be argued that in the 
сазе of right perception the object is perceived with its special 
distinguishing features, as in the case of the true perception of 
silver, whereas in the case of the false perception of silver in 
the conch-shell no such distinguishing features are observed. 
But even then the question is how to determine the essential = 
nature of the distinguishing features ; for if an, kind of distin- 
guishing feature would do, then in the case of the false perception 
of silver in the conch-shell the distinguishing feature of lying 
before the eyes is also possessed by the conch-shell. Tf all the 
particular distinguishing features are insisted on, then it is 
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defective ' cannot imply that prama or valid cognition exists 
only when the object exists, for then inferential cognition, 
which often relates to past, distant and future things, would be 
false. It cannot further mean that the right cognition is 
‘imilar to its object in all respects, since cognition is so different 
in nature from the object that it is not possible that there should 
be any case in which it would be similar in all respects. And, 
if it be maintained that awareness and its object are опе and 
the same, then this would apply even to those cases where one 
Object is wrongly perceived as another and hence the word 
avyabhicart would not be able to distinguish ht knowledge 
from wrong cognition. In other words, distinction between 
ттата and артата would be obliterated.’ 

Now, if weexamine the Nyaya syllogism advanced to ex- 















plain the genesis of validity, we meet with a 
woe RGN” ne number of difficulties. In the first place, it 
Va "oe s ight be asked in the given inference" what is 


on ot validity. 2 
the implication of the major term—' ele- 


ments other than the common constituents of knowledge ?'” 
If knowledge in the major means all cognition, the major 
would imply * generated by causal conditions other than 
“the causal conditions of knowledge. In other words, the 
absence of elements generating knowledge would give rise 
to knowledge—which is an absurdity.” And the absurdity 
again would extend to the minor (paksa) and the middle. 


mee 









1 Kb. Kh, pp. 427-29. ку 
2 PramA  jü&nabeteatiriblabeteadbiniküryatve suti 4 
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So far as the minor is concerned, the major as thus determined 
cannot reside in it; for prama or validity, the minor term, 
having already been identified with knowledge, cannot be 
“ generated by causal conditions which are not the causal 
conditions of knowledge.” that is, there would be badha or 
incompatibility between the minor and the major as “ condi- 
tions of knowledge '' and ‘ conditions other than the conditions 
of knowledge ” are incompatible. Similarly, there would be 
contradiction between the middle (hetu) or the major (sadhya); 
for the middle being defined as '' because it is originated know- 
ledge!" (anya-jnanatoat), it cannot be related to the major 
which is characterised as “ generated by conditions other than 
the conditions of knowledge "' and the two are obviously contra- 
dictory- Moreover, the explanatory example apramá or invali- 
айу suffers from the fallacy known as sddhya vikala ; for sadhya 
or the major as thus defined, cannot be found in aprama or in 
the example gs the latter is a particular form of knowledge and 
is, therefore, bound to be originated by conditions originating 
Knowledge though, of course, with additional defects or dosas. 
Непсе the major is inconsistent with the example.* Again, the 
expression jîna or knowledge in the major taken in the sense of 
cognition in general, would include God's knowledge which being 
eternal, is without any cause. Hence the said major would be 
‘impossible (ог aprasiddha) since in the case of divine knowledge, 
which is without any cause, the question of there being elements 
other than those originating knowledge, seems to be absurd.” 


\ Pramayé jüinatvena taddhetorjainabetutaya tadatirikta janyatvasi- 
x Tarkatandava, р. 62. 


X (a) Vide Tattvacintàmaui, p. 291. 
(b) Vide Tarkatàndava, p. 62. 
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If again, ‘knowledge * in the major be taken to mean either 
any particular cognition, such as inference, perception, ete., or the 
collection of all particular cognitions - (i.e., if we take knowledge 
in its distributive or collective sense), there would arise the 
fallacy of siddha sadhanala or proving the already proved on 
either supposition ; as the major, ciz., “ conditions other than 
those originating knowledge '* would be found in the minor taken 
in either of the above senses. If taken in the former sense, the 
minor would include perception which has as its cause or hetu, 
the sense-organ which is something other than those elements, 
which constitute, say inference, a particular form of knowledge. 
If understood in the latter sense, the major “ conditions other 
than those originating knowledge," would be already proved in 
perception in ns much as the sense-organ involved in perception 
would be an element or condition which is other than the condi- 
tions of all particular cognitions taken collectively. For the 
cause of one particular cognition is obviously different from the 
‘causes of all particular cognitions taken together." 
‘The middle term of the syllogism (küryatre sati tadvisesatoat 
i.e., because of knowledge which is originated) is also not free 
from defect as it suffers from the defect of redundancy, The 
middle has two parts—a part qualifying and a part qualified. 
‘The first part káryatre sati is the qualifying part and it has been 
introduced by the  Naiy/yika to exclude God's knowledge 
which being eternal is not kûrya or originated. But this is un- 
necessary, since itis not yet established and can bs еар 
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certain additional or extra qualities! Besides middle term would 
not be admitted by both parties (ubhayacddisiddha) as is re- 
quired by logic, since the questioners cannot admit God's eternal 
knowledge in the same sense in which the Naiyüyikas 
understand it. 





Lastly, the basic principle on which the Naiyayika argument. 
founded is, as we have seen, that wherever there is difference 
in the effect, difference in the originating cause has to be postu- 
lated ; as for example, the difference between the pot and t 
cloth can be explained only on the basis of difference in their. 
origivating causes. Now the question is, whit is the meaning 
of this vaijatya or difference? Does it mean generic difference 
such as in the case of tbe pot and the cloth as so obviously ine 
tended by the Naiyayikas ? If so, this cannot apply to pram 
validity, and aprama, invalidity ; for invalidity does not differ 
froin pramá as the pot differs from the cloth, as both being forms 
of cognition, And this is further proved by the fact that even in 
the invalid cognition of the oyster, as silver, we have an element 
of prama or validity so far as the perception of the Zdanta or 
thisness is concerned.* 

















Moreover, the vydpti or concomitance is not universal ; for 
though as in the case of different pots we can mark the difference 





d, (a) Vyarthavisesanatvanica, vyāvartyeśvarajńńnasya pararbpratya- 
siddheh. 
Varddbamina'e Prakasa on the Nyãyakusumāājuli, p. 2, stavaka 2, 
(b) Tadvyavartyasya ifvacajhînaeya idänimasiddberityarthah, 
pramayê gopajanyatvasiddhi veya vaidikapramàyiih guņatayā bbagavajjbàna- 
riddhiriti,—Ta!tvacint&magirabaaya, p. 202. 
3 (a) Hetou vijātiyatvaih yadi viruddhajatyadbilaranatvarh (айа pra- 
måtynsyājātitvenāsiddhe).—Tarkatāodava, p. 64. 
(0) Idah rajwtamityádau dharmyãrhée sative'pi, dharmütie abhá- 
vona pramütvasyn avyüpyavrititvit, jüanatvoramaniyatateseceti bhávaly.— 
ЭА Raghavendra’s Tippapa on the Tarkatapdava, p. 4. 
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(or eaijatya) in forms and tastes resulting from the application of 
heat, the cause is the same, and the difference of the causal 
elements which explain the difference in the effect in the Nyaya 
exposition, is wanting here." 








Тһе Naiyayika syllogism is again sought to be counter- 
balanced by the advocates of the self-validity of knowledge by 
showing that with the same middle term a contradictory major 
may be established in the ie minor, with equal logical cogency. 
The opponents argue that ‘ right knowledge is not the result of 
any causal condition which is other than defects or dogas and the 
common. conditions of knowledge since it is knowledge as wrong 
knowledge itself "They thus reason that because apramá or 
invalid knowledge ія due to the presence of some defects or dosas 
it does not necessarily follow that pramá or vi knowledge is 
due to the absence of dosa (dosabhava). On the contrary, 
dogabhava or absence of defects should logically be regarded as an 
obstacle to the presence of aprama and to attribute dosabhava as 
the cause of pramd is to accept an irrelevant antecedent (anya- 
thasiddha) in the causal conception of prama, since prama 
or valid knowledge may very well be explained as due to the 
сапка] conditions of knowledge (j#nasdmagrijanya) without 
the absence of defect or dosibhára having anything to do 
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Now as regards the Nyayu theory of otber-apprehendedni 
of validity (paratakjfapti) some severe criti 
cisms might be offered. First of all, the Nyayu 
explanation suffers from the charge of mutual 
dependence. For validity of knowledge is first inferred from its 
pragmatic utility but does not the pragmatic endeavour imply n 
prior apprehension of validity leading to it 2? 1f this defect of 
mutual dependence be avoided on the ground that knowledge of 
validity is not always a sine qua non of pragmatic effort, it might be 
pointed out that in all serious endeavours to achieve success, 
the prior cognition of validity is always present as an indispen- 
sable condition. Moreover if validity is to be inferred from this 
correspondence or agreement with pragmatic uses, it will lead to 
a twofold regressus ad infimitum—one by way of antecedents 
(karanamukhi) and the other by way of consequence (phala- 
mukhi). Thus the real reason of tbe apprehension of validity, 
according to the Noiyayika theory, resides in the conditions (such. 
as minor, major and middle, etc.) of tbe inference about corres- 
pondence ; and in order that the inference might be free from 
fallacies, the conditions themselves must be valid. This means 
that the validity of these conditions will have to be proved by 
another inference based on similar conditions and so on adinfini- 
lum. Again the resultant knowledge which certifies tbe validity 
of any particular cognition must depend on another valid 
inference based on correspondence to prove its own validity, and 
_ that again on a third and so on leading to another regressus." 
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If to avoid Шз charge of infinite regress it is argued that 
this dependence of validity on correspondence is not always neces- 
sary, but required only where there is any suspicion of defect, the 
logical implication would be that this dependence on correspond- 
ence is only to avoid or get rid of the obstacle to prama or vali- 
dity and not to give rise to it. And this clearly establishes the 
fact of self-validity of knowledge.’ Moreover to avoid the re- 
gress, the Naiyayika will have to stop somewhere and say that 
this particular knowledge is self-valid. That being so, it sinnds 
to reason to argue that there is no harm in regarding jhe first 
cognition us self-valid, Lastly, doubt does not argue against 
self-validity ; for doubt or saxiáaya is always the result of some 
defects or other and does not spring out of the causal conditions 
of cognition itself. Тһе supporters of self-validity establish their 
own thesis by showing negatively that paratahpramanya theory 
is not logically а sound doctrine and positively that the theory of 
ity can overcome all criticisms directed against it. 
Tt is necessary, therefore, to more clearly define the meaning 
of self-validity or svatah pramauya in order to, 
NASH make it free from any vagueness ; but as soon 
ав the Mimarhsists and the Vedantins proceed 
to its meaning, the Naiyayikes come forward pointing out 
jects and in this duel of logic the real moaning of self-validity 
emerges ultimately. In refuting the self-constituted character 


(b) Vide Tatteacintbmavi, p. 162. 
(с) Yadisarvameva jüánarh svavisayabvi 
ipeksaté tatah karansgupa-sact vic 
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of cognition, the Naiyayikas ask what does this self-validity 
connote ? “Is it (a) that the self-constituted character of 
knowledge springs from itself ? or (b) that it springs from the 
right knowledge in which it resides ? or (c) that it springy [rom 
the causal conditions which produce the right knowledge in 
which it resides ? or (d) that it resides in a particular know- 
ledge produced by the causal conditions which produced right 
knowledge ? or (c) that les in a particular knowledge pro- 
duced by the causal conditions only which produce the right 
knowledge ?"* 

‘The first proposition is untenable because it implies a causal 
relation and wherever the relation of cause and effect is found 
there must exist a difference between the cause and effect in 
their particular essentials ; and they being characterised by their 
distinctive nature cannot reside in the same subject or in other 
words validity cannot cause itself. The second alternative cannot 
be maintained because if cognition be taken as the inherent or 
intimate cause (samaodyikarana) of its own validity, a property to 
be produced in knowledge by itself, cognition would no longer 
remain a quality, but being the cause of property, it would be 
classed with substances which only can cause properties or 
qualities. Against the third it may be argued that validity accord- 
ing to the third explanation cannot be produced at all. For validity 
аз a logical concept must be categorised as * upadhi ' or general 
characteristic or *jati’ or a ‘genus. But in either case, the 
question of origination seems to be an absurdity. For as a 

general characteristic or upádhi it may be defined ав the absolute 
"non-existence of any contradiction to a certain kind of knowledge 
ic does not possess the nature of recollection. Now validity 

м such an absolute negativity cannot be called 
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‘originated.’ As а genus or ‘jati’ also, eternnlity being its 
criterion, it escapes origination and the suggested definition 
becomes an impossibility." Тһе same objection may be urged 
against the first and second explanation of validity as well, ‘The 
fourth interpretation is too wide as it extends to wrong know- 
ledge ; for wrong or invalid knowledge also is a particular kind of 
knowledge produced by the same general conditions as lead to 
validity only with this difference that some defects or ‘ dogas " 
such as distance, imperfect nature of organs, etc., are added to 
it. It is a universally accepted pi ple that the instrumental 
causes originating the general are included in those producing 
the particular, just as the general idea of seed as applied to a 
tree is included in the particular seed of any special tree. If it 
be argued that а limiting epithet mûtra or ‘only’ should be 
added after the common causal conditions of knowledge (jadna- 
sdményasamagri) so that the wrong notion might be excluded 
from the scope of self-validity, the Naiyayikus pointedly ask 
whether by being produced by the causal conditions * only" i 

your definition of self-validity, you mean to include or exclude 
the absence of defects? If absence of defects be included and not 
excluded in the causal condition, validity does no longer remain 
self-constituted and self-evident and the definition only explains 
the Nyaya theory of paratah primanya. Again, if it is 
argued that the absence of defect is not included but exeluded in 
the causal conditions of validity, such an assertion is against 
‘experience. For all cases of valid knowledge are accompanied 
by tbe absence of defects and invalidity is always characterised 
by the presence of defects. If there be dosabhava, авв 
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ртата or true knowledge. Absence of doga is, therefore, not an 
wnimportant factor whieb can be ignored in a logical definition 
of self-validity.’ То this long catalogue of defects urged by the 
Naiydyikas, the Mimithsists reply as follows: The Naiyayika- 
objections as to the real definition of self-validity are really 
beside the point; for evidently, as already shown the Naiyayika- 
objections are based on their own idea that since apramá or 
invalid knowledge is due to the common causal conditions plus 
defects ete., valid knowledge also must be due to the common 
‘causal elements plus the absence of defects. But, as has already 
been discussed, the latter proposition is not a logical corollary of 
the former. Hence origination of validity may well be defined 
logically as “ due to the common causal conditions of knowledge 
and as not produced by any condition otber than these." The 
syllogism underlying this may be set out as follows: validity is 
not produced by any other causal conditions than those of 
Knowledge, because it is something which cannot be the recep- 
tacle of invalidity, e.g., the cognition of a jar’ It might 
also һе pointed out here that the syllogism while it establishes 
the Mimürmsaka's position also serves to counterbalance the 
syllogism advanced by Udayana and Оаћдеќа as already shown 
and thereby it tends to weaken the Nyáya position. 
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As regards the origination of validity, this is the position of 
all Mimd@asaka-schools. But with regard to the cognoscibility 
of validity (йар) the schools of Mimavasakas differ among 
themselves since their views as to the real process of apprehen- 
sion differ from each other. They all agree in taking validity 
(pramanya) to be known through the very elements of know- 
ledge itself. Thus the judgment “I know the pot" while it 
reveals the knowledge of the pot to me also serves to reveal its 
As GangeSa in his Tattoacintamayi puts it, while 
sing the Mimdrisakas, the common ground among all 
Mimamsa-schools in the definition of self-validity is that ‘* self- 
validity is cognisable by all the common causal conditions of 
knowledge which at the same time are exclusive of the conditions 
which produce wrong apprebension.”’' The three well-known 
Mimarasa schools differ among themselves when applying this 
common definition to their respective views of the process of 
apprehension, 


Prabhākara îs an advocate of tripufi samvit, according to 
which the knower, the known, and the 
knowledge are given simultaneously in every 
act of cognition. Knowledge reveals itself along with the 
knower and the known. In the judgment ‘I know this '" (айат 
idam jandmi), we bave three presentations ofthe “I? or the 
subject (aħarhvitti) ‘this’ or the object (visayavitti) and the 
conscious awareness (svasavtvitti). Cognition according to 
Prabbikara is self-valid and self-apprehended. Knowledge is of , 
the nature of light which illumines its own self as well its 
objects. iy inch anete a aa any other cog- 

















‘Prabhakara’s view. 
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characterised by jarness"" (yhatatvena ghatamaham janami). 
Such an experience reveals the jar, the object and itself as the 
consriousness of awareness and the subject or (прита Triputt 
explains the judgment as a combination of cognition and 
after-cognition of Nyaya. Hence according to Prabhákara validity 
is cognised along with the cogni itself and is self-produced 
because the causal conditions of cognition themselves produce it, 
knowledge being the locus of validity. 

"Phe school of Murari Misra differs from the Prabhakara 
school in holding, unlike the latter, that 
knowledge itself is not simultaneous combina- 
tion of cognition and after-cognition. On the 

contrary, Murari Misra maintains that the  after-cognition 
(anuvyavasdya) comes immediately after the cognition, Thus 
^ there is букі the cognition * this is a jar ' (ayam ghatah) and then 
immediately after arises the introspection that '' I know the jar 
as characterised by jarness (ghafatvena ghatamaharh janami). 
Now the introspection has its constituent elements—(a) the per- 
ception of the jar, (b) the perception of jarness, (c) the percep- 
tion of the inherent relation between the jar and jarness, (d) the 
perception of consciousness as modified by а, b and c and (e) cog- 
nition of the self or *1' as having an inherent relation with 
a, b, c and d,*. It is thus clear that as soon as the after cognition 
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1 (a) Jüünasya ghafadivisayasvasvardpitmaropidhikarapnitat- 
drituya-visnynkatvideva triputi-pratyakeati-pravidaly 
Nyliyakosa, p. 518, 
(0) Mitimatrmeyanith jinasya cka-ümagrikatvit tripufi tat- 


Ibid, p. 518. 
3 (а) Pramagye svatastvarh nma yhvat sviéraya-vigoynka-jüiüpa- 
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arises as п result of perception, consciousness of validity at once 
arises without depending on anything else except the causal con- 
dition of perception itself. Hence validity is self-proved.! It 
may be noted that the Naiyüyikas who advocate paratah- 
prümanya also refer to anucyavasaya or after cognition as reveal- 
ing knowledge. But a closer study of the two positions will 
reveal the fundamental difference between the Naiyayika school 
and that of Murari Misra. In the after-cognition or anu-oyavasdya 
of the Naiyàyikas, there is-no perception of the inherent relation 
(«атагйуа) between the jar and jarness.* Hence the Neiyayika 
Пан to establish validity of cognition by an inference based on 
correspondence leading to practical success. But such is not the 
position of Murari mira. His introspection or after-cognition 
includes within itself the perception of an inberent relation 
(samabaya) between the presented jar and jarness, thereby unmis- ^ 
takably proving the truth of the perception, since truth or yali- 
dity implies the apprehension of the real characteristic mark of 
the thing in the presented object in its proper relation. 

Tha Bhat(s school diverges from the Misra school in the 
interpretation of validity revealed by the after- 
cognition. Murari Misra holds that the after- 
cognition or introspection and its constituent elements are object 
of direct perception whereas the Bhaéta school maintains that 





Kurohrily's view. 
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knowledge being atindriya or beyond sense perception cannot be 
perceived and the validity brought forth by the so-called 
‘anuvyavasdya is not perceived but inferred from jndtata or cogni- 
sedness ' resulting [rom perception which imparts the revelatory 
vividness (prükafya) to the object perceived Thus according to 
Kumirila, the judgment “this is a jar’ imparis а sort 
of cognisedness to the jar whereby it is made vivid ; and 
the revelatory cognition that *' I know the jar” is inferred 
from the cognisedness (jnatata) in regard to the jar. The 
form of inference is ““ I know because of tbe awareness of the 
cognisedness in me." The validity of knowledge is also 
to be inferred from the cognisedness (jaatata) to the 
Object! Now cognisedness which reveals the object is 
the quality or property of the object cognised ; and if the 
cognisedness modifies the object in the precise form of the 
jor as it is, the cognition is or prama and the syllogism 
might be put thus: The jar is the object of determinate 
TT in which the jar is the object determined and 











„ 1 Jhitatd са јама iti pratitisiddho jüünejanyo visnya-samavetal, 
prikatyápuranármitiriktapadàrthavidesab.. 


‘Tattvacintamanirahasya, p. 126, 
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adis d joitatalisgakinumititvens Miérādivišoa siksit kiratveni- 
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jarness is the determining mark, since the awareness of 
the cognisedness is qualified by the characteristic mark of the 
jar. Ia other words when we analyse the judgment ‘I know 
the jar ' it means that I know the jar as characterised by the 
essential marks of the jar since the revelatory vi 
prükalys arises in connection with the object, jar. And 
this implies that the cognition is characterised or modified by 
the special form of the object, jar, and this is nothing but the 
cognitionthat the perception is valid. 


A question may very well be raised here as to how the Bha¢tas 
could be called advocates of self-validity (svatah-pramanya) seeing 
that they also maintain that validity is revealed through in- 
ference—a position held by the Naiyayikas. who support the 
theory of paratah-pramanya. The enigma however might be 
explained very well in this way. Self-validity really means 
that validity is apprehended by the same causal conditions 
through which knowledge is known or revealed to the knower, 
and not by something else other than these as held by the 
Naiyāyikas. As we bave already seen the three Mimamsa 
schools, though differing from one another in details, accept this 
пв а common principle. Thus according to the Prabhakara school, 
validity. is apprehended along with knowledge by the same 
elements which generate knowledge Aánajamaka-sámagri), v 
the tripuft of knower, known, and knowledge. According to 
the Mira school, knowledge itself is known by the after-cogni. 
tion or amurgacasáya and the same anuvyavasaya reveals 
validity as well. According to the Bhata school validity 
is apprehended by the cognisedness or jfdtata which also 
makes knowledge known. In the case of the Naiyayikus 
к ахы. For according to them though knowledge 
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is apprehended by anuoyacasdya ог  after-cognition 

vasāya does not reveal validity. Validity bas to be es Е 

by an inference based on correspondence leading to pragmatic — 

success. ‘Thus that which reveals knowledge does not reveal f — 

validity. In other words, validity is revealed by something 

other than that which reveals knowledge. But according to the 

Bhátfas that which reveals knowledge reveals validity. Hence 

though both the Bhattas and the Naiyayikas appeal to inference, 

the former is rightly regarded as an advocate of svatah pramanya 

while the latter of parata} pramanya. 

An elaborate discussion of self-validity from the 

of the Mimirhsists with regard 

pan RAHN. tion and cognoscibility bas been given above ; 
and a critical study of the Advaita position 

shows that the Advaitins largely follow the Mimathsakas in these 

respects. Advaitins, however, differ from the Mimathsakas in their 

conception of valid cognition. Valid cognition is defined by 

Dharmarájüdhvarindra in his Vedantaparibhaga as a cognition 

which is not previously known and is not also contradicted.’ 

‘The epithet ‘not previously known’ is designed to exclude 

memory ог smrti from the scope of pramà or valid cognition 

memory is already known, while the epithet * not contradicted 

is meant to exclude wrong knowledge as it is always contradicted.* 

















л anadbigatibidhitarthvigayaka jûanatraıh pramátvam. 
Vedintaparibhass, p. 15. (C. U. Edn.) 
Abidhitanadbigatisarndigd babodbajanekatvari. 
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It might, however, be noted that some Advaita-tenchers do not 
exclude smrti or memory from the scope of valid cognition. Hence 
from their standpoint the epithet ‘not previously known' or 
anadhigata bas no utility. If however smrti is to be excluded 
from the scope of valid cognition by this epithet an obvious diffi- 
culty crops up, for the epithet, ‘not previously known " would bar 
out a continuous process of cognition, since these perceptions, as 
they come after the first, are already previously known. And this 
would be a manifest absurdity. Dharmarajadhvarindra himself. 
realises this difficulty and tries to wriggle out of it by saying that 








katva; i.e., harmony with experience, as the mark of truth. ‘The Advaitins 
hold a different view according to which tho truth and validity of knowledge 
consists in its non-contraiictedness (abidhitetve). This is very much akin 
to Hegel's own view of truth as resolving and reconciling all contradictions 
in itself. The Vedántins proceed to criticise the different theories showing 
their inadequacies and point out how ultimately all of them might be 
reduced to their own theory of non-contradictedness. The correspondence 
theory cannot prove itself ; for tbe question might be urged—how do you 
know that knowledge and reality correspond ? The only way to prove 
such correspondence ie to infer it from the facts of the harmony of ex- 
perience from consilience of coberence (or sarvi wo have seen in 
the Nyüya explanation of validity of knowledge) which is a foreign method. 
But even this does not help much for all we can infer from tbe barmony 
of knowledge with the reat of experience legitimately is not that knowledge 
is absolutely free from error but that it is not yet contradicted. What 
i» the guarantee that the future will not contradict it and thus falsify it? 
"То meet this objection the Vedántins argue that knowledge should be such 
^as to be incapable of being contradicted at all times. ‘Ihe pragmatic 
test of causal efficiency is also rejected by the Advaitins on the 
ground that sometimes even a false cognition may lead to the fulfilment 
of a purpose as when mistaking the lustre of a distant jewel for the jewel 
we approach and get the jewel Here it is clear that the falsity of the 
initial cognition which caused our action is due to its being contradiotednass. 
eh re Se ы ыыы the sister schools of Indian Philo- 
s оп similar lines with Prof. Alexander's criticism against the 
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time enters as an element in all perceptions and since the success- 
ive moments of a continuous perception remain previously un- 
known and unperceived the perception may be said to be anadhigata 
ог not previously known.’ But this is not a very happy answer 
to escape from the difficulty; for time is а common element 
entering as a category in all judgment constructions and if the 
- particular elements (visesasimagri) of tbe judgment become 
known in each successive cognition as shown, it is not convine- 
ing to argue that they are not previously known, simply because 
the common factor, the time element, remains unknown. 

Real escape from the difficulty may be effected if we take 
the term anadhigata in a technical sense to mean difference 
or a line of demarcation from a particular kind of knowledge 
whose essential nature is that it cannot be perceived without 
being previously known.” Defined in this sense, only memory 
knowledge would be excluded from the scope of validity thus 
defined and not the successive perception of a continuous cogni- 
tion ; for it is only the nature of memory to be always appre- 
hended as previously known. In the ease of perception proper 
the limitation would not apply, for though the second, third and 
fourth perception of a continuous cognition of the jar might be 
apprehended as previously known, the first perception is not so 
apprehended, ‘Thus, the sequence of a perceptual knowledge to 
‘another perceptual knowledge of the same kind is only an 
ident and not the rule as in the case of memory. 

Clearly following the Mimiatisakas, the Advaitins also“ 
explain self-validity as that which is originated by the common 
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conditions of knowledge and not by any additional elements 
other than those common conditions. Critics however might 
stand against the exposition of the Advaita teachers and contend 
that this would exclude eternal, infinite consciousness of God 
from the scope of self-validity, because it is not originated. 
"The Advaitins have, therefore, to so explain the definition as to 
‘include both eternal and non-eternal, infinite or finite cognition 
in its scope. Hence the true meaning of the definition from 
the monistic standpoint is that pramá or valid cognition is that 
in which there is an absolute negation of all that is due to the 
elements other than those common elements. In other words, 
prama or valid knowledge means the absolute negation of aprama 
or wrong notion ; and this absolute negation of wrong notion or 
aprama might apply both to eternal and non-cternal or finite 
consciousness. The Advaitins further follow the Mimirhsakas 
in drawing this conclusion by similar counter-syllogism refut- 
ing the Nyfya-syllogism establishing the theory of paratah 
prümánya. It is needless to go into a detailed discussion of the 
monistic argument as we already discussed the same іп connec- 
tion with the Mtmársaka position. The Advaitins also conclude 
that because we have to include defects (dosas) to explain aprama 
ог wrong notion, it does not necessarily follow that absence of 
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defects must be included in the causal conditions of valid cogni- 
tion. 

As regards cogniscibility of prama, the monistic teachers 
closely following the Mimathsakas argue that it is apprehended 
by the same common clements generating knowledge. At this 
the critic might include the false cognition of silver in the 
nacre within the category of pramd ; for there also the common 
elements generating the false cognition are there. To this the 
Adyaitins reply that this is not the case ; for the consciousness of 
any defect in the causal conditions and awareness of contradiction 
which give rise to two kinds of invalid knowledge, doubt and 
falsity stand as a bar to the notion of validity. The critic might 
then argue that this means that the absence of the awareness 
of defect in the causal condition and the negation of the notion 
of contradiction should then be regarded as causes of prama which 
is tantamount to the admission of the Naiyayika-povition that 
valid knowledge is due to absence of defects, еіс. The Advaitins 
point out that this is not so, for the absence of defects (doşk 
bhfya) cannot be regarded as the cause of prama; for what does 
‘this absence mean ? Does it not mean that as soon as the 
absence is there, notion of validity shines forth of itself." Besides 
absence being a negative idea cannot be an operative cause, 
‘The truth is that, defects in the causal conditions or the notion 
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of contradiction stand as a bûr to valid apprehension and as soon 
as they are absent validity shines forth of itself. Moreover, if 
absence of defect (doşäbhāva) be regarded as the cause of pramá, 
it will lead toan infinite regress ; the absence of defect, which 
establishes the first validity, must require another absence of 
defect as its causal condition and the second absence of defects 
another and so on ad infinitum,* 

It is now clear that ‘ absence of defect’ cannot be regarded 
as the cause of the cognoscibility of validity owing to this logical 
absurdity. Hence Udayana's syllogism “ validity has to be 
cognised by something other (than the common constituents of 
knowledge) since there may be doubt with regard to the first 
cognition is not logically satisfactory. For though doubt 
may be admitted in the first cognition and though along with 
doubt it may further be conceded that doubt is due to the extra 
conditions—organie defects—other than those of normal cogni- 
tion, it does not follow that cognoscibility of validity should 
necessarily be explained as due to the absence of defects which 
generate doubt. Now when the absence of defects, in this way, 
fails to establish the Nyaya-theory of paratah-prümanya, the 
substitution of merit or gupaa positive idea—as the cause of 
cognoscibility of validity in addition to the common elements 
of knowledge, does not fare better. For this introduction of 
merit or guna is also not free from difficulties, With regard to 
perception, the Naiy&yika defines merit or дива as contact of the 
sense organs with a considerable number of parts of the object 
perceived and with regard to inference merit means validity of — 
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validity. In the first place, во far аз perception is concerned, we 
have valid perception of self and forms (rapa) though they bavê 
no parts ; and in the case of the false perception of conchshell as 
yellow, though there is contact of sense-organs with considerable 
parts of the body, it is invalid. As to inference, it often happens 
that though the middle or hetu is wrong, there is valid inference. 
Thus, for example, when man infers fire which is accidentally 
present in the mountain, mistaking the mist for smoke, it 
cannot be said that the knowledge of the fire is invalid, because 
the middle term is false. In other words, though the hetu is 
here false, the cognition of the fire is valid.* 

Moreover, as already pointed out, the inference of the 
Naiyayika as to validity being paratah leads to a twofold regressus, 
The Naiyayika inference—Knowledge is valid because it leads 
to successful pragmatic results—leads to an infinite regress, be- 
cause the validity of this inference will have to depend on 
another inference and that on another and soon, In order to 
avoid this regressus it might be urged that knowledge or cogni- 
tion only is the sine qua non of practical endeavour and not the 
consciousness of its validity. But this is not possible as it is 
against experience. Experience shows that practical endeavour 
is not possible without a prior consciousness of validity of know- 
ledge leading to it. А closer analysis of experience reveals that 
practical endeavour is the result of the certainty that the cogni- 
tion is valid and it cannot be said that practical endeavour may 
issue when there is a non-cognition of either validity or in- 
validity. ‘This shows that the regressus is unavoidable in the 

_ Nyüya theory of paratah-pramanya. Hence, in order to get 
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over this difficulty such an acute thinker as Vacaspati Misra in 
his Nydya-Vartika-tatparyatika had to make the admission that 
validity of inferential knowledge is self-evident? "Phe Advaitins, 
therefore, contend that if in order to avoid the regressus, infer- 
ence is tobe regarded as self-valid, there is no reason why all 
forms of knowledge including perception should not be regarded 
аз self-evident ; since the regressus is involved, as already shown, 
in all forms of knowledge. Moreover, as already pointed out 
the inclusion of defect or merit in tbe causal conditions of know- 
ledge is logically unnecessary and fallacious, Hence the conclu- 
sion is inevitable that knowledge is not only self-luminous but 
also self-valid. 














yasyh pi samhbbnvät, tthe 
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1 amumünasya avata} pramánntayk 

amumünasyatu parito mirastasama 

yam onumeyivyabhi-carilidgosamuttbatvat, 
Nyhya-Virtiko. tätparya-tikä, III. 

Some of tbe Naiyüyikas, however, admit the self-evident character of 

some cognitions. Udayana, for exemple, maintains (bat the consciousness. 

ol consciousness ia self-evident. 








APPEARANCE. 
CHAPTER IV 


A CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF THE REALISTIC CATEGORIES. 


"The thesis of Samkara Vedanta that there is only one 
absolute knowledge and that all else is false cannot be establish- 
ed so long as the realistic categories of the Nyaya-Vaisesika 
schools remain unassailed. Sarbkara-Vedanta therefore begins 
by showing the untenability of the Nyaya-Vaisesika concep- 
tions of realistic categories. When subjected to examination 
they are found to involve self-contradictions. The Neo-Vedintio 
teachers critically examined the categories and revealed their 
untenable nature by pointing out the inherent antinomies in 
them. The most famous of these teachers аге Srtharsa, Citsukha 
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his master. But he not only refutes Nyāya categories but 
interpretes the most important concepts of the Advaita-Vedinta 
and establishes the Advaita standpoint. His criticisms are thus 
both destructive and constructive. Sriharga spends his zeal 
more in exposing the contradictions in verbal technicalities and 
in exposing the fallacy involved in the problems of Nyāyā than 
in establishing the monistie position. His primary concern, 
as is suggested by the name of his book Khandana khaydakhadya 
was to refute the Nyaya-aisesika categories. "The name of 
Citsukba's book Tatteapradipika clearly suggests that he wanted 
to throw light on the Vedanta concept of reality. Не however 
‘owes much to Sribarsa whose method he adopts in assailing 
Nylya. 

Sriharsà's method too cannot be said to be original. Не 

follows in the footsteps of Buddhist philosophers Nagarjuna, 
Candrakirti and others. Nagarjuna was the first to lay down 
this method of refuting Nyaya categories, Sriharga only con- 
tinued bis method. Sriharsa however differs in his ultimate 
conclusion from Nagarjuna.’ In the present chapter we shall 
follow Sriharga and Citsukha in their refutation of Nyaya cate- 
gories such as part and whole (avayava and avayavi), substance 
and attribute (dravya and guna) co-inherence (samavaya) uni- 
versal and particular (ati and vyakti), time and space (kala 
and dik), cause and effect (karya, karana). 
The table that we see before us is perceived asa thing 
having an infinite number of parts. To a 
scientist these parts are nothing but atoms, 
which are the smallest possible particles of 
matter beyond the range of ordinary sense-perception. - 

‘Now the question arises whether the thing as a whole is, 
or is not, different from its component imperceptible parts, the 
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from that occupied by its parts, ¢.g., з jug and a piece of cloth 
are different things because they occupy different positions in 
‘space. But we do not recognise a thing as different from its 
‘parts, nor does it occupy a different position in space. More- 
over, if the thing were different from its parts, it would 
possess a separate set of qualities, relation, functions, etc., 
distinct from those belonging to its parts. But the sense- 
perception does not corroborate the above view; for in 
sense-percoption we do not meet with a double set of qualities 
ions, etc., in the perception of a table. 
Further, if a thing were different from its parts, both the 
thing and its parts would be perceived independent of each other 
just as а table and a chair being different from each other are 
apprehended independently. But the thing and its parts are 
never perceived independent of each other. Again, the relation 
of thinghood to its constituent individual parts is controversial. 
Does each individual part taken distributively contain 
the entire thinghood or do all the parts taken collectively 
contain it ? In the first alternative the individual parts 
would appear as so many things and not as parts of the same 
thing. Each individual part would appear as a thing by itself 
во that one individual particle of a thing would occasion the 
perception of a thing as a whole, Since complete thinghood 
exists in each part, any change of attribute, such as colour, 
“motion, etc., in any of these parts would appear as change affect- 
ing the whole.” 
"Even incompatible changes taking place in different parts 
ofa will not warrant the conclusion that the different parts. 
а separate entity, as such “changes would give 
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"The second assumption is open to а worse kind of fallacy 
Existence of entire thinghood in all the parts of the thing taken 
collectively implies thinghood existing in a state of extension. 
‘Thinghood in itself is either extended, or unextended. If ex- 
tended, it has already parts and does not, therefore, require other 
in. Again how is the thinghood related to its 
in those parts taken either 
ibutively or collectively, and the same difficulty would arise 
If thinghood were unextended, and therefore without 
parts, it could not exist in so many extended parts all occupying 
separate locations in space. Again, in that case there would be no 
valid reason why thinghood of this table would be confined to its 
own so-called parts and should not be equally related to all objects 
14 indiscriminately. The same thing may be said as 
to the relation of thingbood to its so-called parts, for there would 
be no reason why entire thinghood should not confine itself 
Хо one part only to the exclusion of the rest.’ Moreover, had 
thinghood existed in the parts taken collectively, apprehension of 
thinghood would be possible only when all the parts without any 
exception would come in direct contact with the operative organ 
‘of senses. But this is never the case. For, in every sense- 
perception only a very small number of the parts of the object 
comes in direct contact with the sense-organ.* 
^ — Hence thinghood cannot exist in the parts taken either dis- 
tributively or collectively. 2 













at all and that it is only the parts that exist? And the 6o- — 
ә ен ‘thinghood will be nothing more than another name for its 
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parts. Nor will the parts as a group constitute апу principle 
of unity, for the same objections will arise with regard to 
the relation of the group as unity to its so-called consti- 
tuents, Hence only the individual atoms, and not the prin- 
ciple of unity exist. 

How then can we account for the origin of a conception of 
an object having a principle of unity, or of a whole having parts 
аз its constituent elements. "The subjectivists argue that this 
conception of whole is nothing but an ides supplied from mind 
and arises when parts or groups of parts so cluster together as to 
һесоте an object of apprehension by an organ of sense ; е... 
there is no such thing as а forest having objective reality ; the 
notion of forest arises only when trees or groups of trees are во 
situated together as to produce a simultaneous impression upon 
our mind and as to make us lose sight, for the time being, of 
the intervening space that exists between one particular tree and 
another." 

The only conclusion which can, therefore, be legitimately 
drawn as a result of this analysis and examination is that there 
is no objective validity of this notion of ‘whole’ ; what appears 
to be such is nothing but an objectification of the subjective 
experience itself. The above is the conclusion maintained by 
the subjectivist school with regard to the ultimate character 
of ‘whole’ or a principle of unity, and to this school belong 
Bauddha, Jaina, Mimarbsa, and Vedanta Philosophy. 

‘The subjectivists thus deny the existence of ‘whole’ which 
cannot be found to be possessed of any entity when disintegration 
takes place among the parts composing the whole ; what appears 
ав the visible form giving an idea of whole is buta subjectively 
valid notion arising only when the particles, so grouped together, 
‘assume and present a particular shape. In our entire perceptual 
process there is nothing to give us any evidence as to the reality 














* (9) P, P., pp- 18-19, 
coo Ву, М, pa 549, 2 





Адо 








142 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS 


of whole ; what appeals to our senses is nothing but the taste, 
colour, etc., of the thing, and not the so-called underlying reality 
as ‘whole.’ This is to be particularly noted in this connection 
that the Buddhists not only deny objective reality of the whole, 
but hold this idea to be a subjective illusion. In this respect the 
Buddhist philosophers differ from other subjective schools of 
philosophy, viz., the Jaina, Mimirhs’, Vedanta, ete., which con- 
tend that the notion of whole is not an illusion but a subjectively 
valid notion. We are bound to assume a sort of reality belong- 
ing to whole when we note the fact that the whole exerts some 
influence while serving a particular function in our practical life. 
But they do not admit the objective reality of whole, inasmuch 
аз any analysis of whole will lead to this conclusion that the 
whole is nothing but a transformed condition of the particulars 
constituting 
Partha Sárathi Misra, the author of the Sastradipika, con- 
cludes а sort of subjective reality belonging to whole, but the 
school does not admit that it bas a self-existent reality of its 
own? 
The above position has been subjected to further analysis 
and elaborated by the author of the Siddhāntacandrikā, which is 
a commentary on the Sastradtpika. In the analysis of the per- 
ception of an object we are aware of the fact that our conscious- 
mess of the different parts of the object is accompanied by a 
simultaneous idea of oneness and the fact of this idea of oneness 
Jeads us to conclude that the whole has an entity different from 
its parts." The question then arises as to the relation between 
the parts and the whole, and as to whether the whole actually 
possesses any reality of its own. A closer examination of the 
‘thing will reveal to us that the idea of oneness does not tran- - 
soend our notion of parts but is co-existent with it, and that the 
prebension of whole is not possible without comprehending 


















EXAMINATION OF REALISTIC CATEGORIES 149 


itin relation to the parts. The relation between the two can, 
therefore, be best represented as tbat which subsists between 
a cause and an effect. But the effect is nothing but a transform- 

m of the cause.. Therefore, though the whole appears 
entity of its own, separate from that of the parts, it is 
ict as the reality of one thing is distinct from that of 
another thing (e.g., a book and a table). ‘The relation between 
the two can, therefore, in the opinion of the MimAthsists, be 
described as bhinnábhinna.' 

In essence the Sathkarites also accept this view. In their 
opinion the whole has got по independent reality apart from the 
reality of the parts, being nothing more than a specific arrange- 
ment of the latter. The relation between the whole and the parts 
has, therefore, been described by the Sathkarites as tadatmya. 
The reality of one has been regarded by them as being identical 
with that of the other.* 

Ramanvja and bis school also deny the independent existence 
of the whole. They look upon parts and whole, upadana and 
upadeya, as being two stages of one substance. Looked at from 
‘one standpoint the substance gives us an impression of oneness, 
of ‘whole’ while looked at from a different point of view, we 
receive from it an objectively valid idea of parts. The relation 
between the two is thus difference and sameness or bhinnabhinna 
as maintained by the Mimárüsists." The Madhvites also hold 
‘the viewpoint of the Mimárhsists. They more clearly indicate 
the relationship that exists between the whole and the parts 
end among the parts themselves. "This school holds that the 
whole is identical with the parts when the latter are taken 









1 С 108 (Bombay Edition) ; Ny. M., p. 649, 
(Bombay Edition). 
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collectively. The Madhvites analyse this thought further and give 








a definite interpretation of the relationship between the whole 
and the collection. With any and every collection, the whole 
does not stand in identical relationship. But only that form of 
collection that is definite and properly ordered can be said to 
stand in identical relationship to the whole. 

For example, any collection of threads cannot be called a 
piece of cloth and does not serve any definite purpose, but when 
this collection bas been properly and definitely arranged, we can 
apply the name to the form and it serves a definite purpose. 
Thus the relationship between the whole and the collection of 
the parts is both distinct and identical ; it is distinct if the collec- 
tios indefinite and vague, but it is identical when the collection 
is well-ordered and gives rise to tbe idea of name and form, 

But if one of the parts is taken individually and separately 
from the body of the whole and if we examine the relationship 
between this part and the whole we find that the relationship 
between tbe two is both distinct and identical. Itis distinct 
from one standpoint and identical from another standpoint, It 
is distinct in the sense that apart from this part the whole can 
have the name and form and сап serve а definite purpose and 
the idea of the whole remains ав it was. ‘Thus from the stand- 
point of the detached part the relationship is distinct, but from 
the standpoint of the whole the relationship is identical. 

Again, the relationship that exists among the parts them- 
selves is totally distinct, It is true that each part stands in — 
complete isolation from another part, but when any part is related 
= ar d T, of parts, the р: 
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To sum up: 


Té should be noted here that the conception of whole and 
parts as one of identity in difference is completely borrowed 
from Kumárila's system of Mimérisi metaphysics. бакага 
here subscribes to Kumirila’s position from empirical standpoint, 
as in the case of other empirical categories. Being an absolute 
monist the absolute reality of these categories cannot be admitted 
by Sarhkara аз has been done by Rāmõnuj 
ently with their realistic philosophy. TI 
plainly stated by Citsukba. In course of di 
unreality of the phenomenal order, Citeukha singles out this case 
of whole and part, as illustrative of his thesis (e. g., unreality of 
phenomenal world). The whole, he argues, is non-existent in the 
parts, because it is an effect being made up of parts on the 
Naiyüyika's own hypothesis. Now tbe relation of cause and 
effect has been proved to be an illusory super-imposition like 
that of silver on the shell. The effect cannot be regarded as 
absolutely identical with the cause as in that case the causal 
relation would be inconceivable, nor can it be held to be absolute- 
Лу distinct since in that case anything could be regarded as 
the effect on the ground of its difference. If the pot is regarded 
ав tho effect of the clay оп the ground of the difference from 
` elay the cloth also could be thought of as the effect of clay by 
` the same logic. Sathkara also hints as the essential unreality of 
these categories, €. g., whole and parts when he says they are re- 
“lated in the relation of identity and difference which is a con- 
diction in terms. The whole thing can be easily disposed of 
dilemma. 
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(samaváya) is an illogical assumption as we shall see later on 
and as such cannot be pressed as an explanation of these 
categories, In short all these realistic categories are found to be 
fraught with self-contradiction when logically examined? 


In our sense-perception, the object appears to us, as a 
substance having certain attributes. The 
attributes can never be perceived independent 
of the substance nor can the latter be cognised 
divested of the former. They are so related that the knowledge 
of the one invariably presupposes that of the other. A careful 
examination reveals that what we apprehend as the substance 
does not exist at all asa reality without its attributes, Now the 
point at issue is whether the substance is different from its 
attributes or inseparably related to tbe latter. 

If we admit the first alternative, the substance will be 
perceived in -itself apart from and independent of the attributes. 
If we assume that the substance and the attributes are quite 
distinct in their nature but we have the cognisance of them 
togetber, the question would be, how do we come to the know- 
ledge of the substance independent of the attributes? We do 
not derive the idea of such a substance through any of the five 
senses because the five sense-organs can give us only the know- 
ledge of the attributes and not of the substance underlying the 
attributes. Therefore, we must be endowed with a new sixth 
sense-organ to have the perception of sucha substance. But 
much an organ is not known to exist: hence no euch idea of 
substance is valid. 


в, 
but 
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Again we may accept the other alternative, Èe., the idea of 
substance is inseparably connected with that of the attributes. 
‘Then it is evident that the substance is nothing more than an 
aggregate of attributes. Now this conclusion breaks up the 
idea of unity that is necessarily involved. ‘The attributes can 
never be understood if there exists no principle of unity in them. 
The substance tends to unify these attributes. The substance 
is not merely the sum-total of attributes, it is something more. 
It is not wholly immanent in the attributes, i.e., the idea of the 
substance is not completely exhausted in the attributes. It is 
transcendent ав well, and in this aspect tbe substance supplies 
the principle of unity that we are clearly conscious of in our 
sense-perception. Again, the attributes are ever-changing and 
have their meaning only in and through permanence. There is 
a permanent underlying substance and the changes bave their 
seat in the former and this supplies the connecting link that 
runs through the series of changes. This one that supplies the 
connecting link is substance or drav: 

‘The consideration of these difficulties, that аге rightly urged 
against the Buddhists, led the later thinkers of Indian Philosophy 
to conclude that the substance or the principle of unity cannot 
be denied. The Jaina school holds that the attributes are not 
self-sufficient and cannot exist in themselves. Further the same 
fact becoming the object of perception and touch-sensation proves 
that there is an underlying basis that gives rise to these different 
sensations! Kumérila Bbatta in his Slokacdrtika and Partha 
sürathi Misra in his Sastradipika draw the same conclusion." 
‘The Vedántins also hold the same view. 

The Nydya-Vaisesika systems admit the notion of the sub- 
_ stance or the principle of unity and that of the attributes. But 

ч ШШ and Vaisegikas differ from the system of 
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Mimamsa, Sümkhya and Vedanta with regard to the determi 
tion of the character of the substance and that of the attributes 
and the relation that exists between the two. Nyaya-Vaisegika 
systems of thought hold that the substance and the attributes are 
independent and self-sufficient categories and there arises a third 
entity namely, samacdya that connects these two separate cate- 
gories in our experience. 

A careful examination reveals that the — Ny&ya-Vaisesika. 
systems are at war, as it were, with the Advaita-Vedants as they 
accept the independent existence of three categories, namely, 
(1) substance, (2) attributes, and (3) затасйуа. The definitions, 
they set forth to determine the true nature of these three concepta 
are strongly criticised by the Sathkarites. 

First, let us examine the definition of substance ав is given 
by the Nyàya-Vaisesika schools, They define 
substance (dravya) as the seat of properties 
(gunüéraya). Citsukbácürya and Sribarsa, the 
two well-known critics and staunch exponents 
of the Sarhkara-Vedanta, strongly criticise this 
definition. It is vitiated in two ways: it is wider in one sense 
and narrower in another sense. Therefore, it is erroneous in 
two respects." 

The definition is wider because gundéraya or the seat of 
properties is the definition of the substance and this definition 
can rightly be applied to the attributes themselves for they are 
-also the seat of properties as they are characterised by number 
(sakhyà) and separateness (prthaktca). "Thus colour is an. 
attribute but it may bave other attributes. A particular colour 
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clearly conscious of these defects and tried to meet these short- 
comings by saying that the attributes are attributeless nnd 
motionless in their nature. The properties, number and 
prthaktoa really inhere in the substance but are only falsely 
applied to the attributes. This conclusion does not appeal to 
the Advaita-crities as there is no ground of such false applica- 
tion; and it can be interpreted conversely as well, ie, we con 
say that the attributes, number and prthaktea, cte., really belong 
to tbe attributes themselves and are erroneously applied io the 
substance.* 

Again, the definition is too narrow. If the substancé is 
gundtraya or the locus of properties, it implies that the relation 
is one of cause and effect, The substance stands for the cause 
‘and the attributes represent the effect. The cause must precede 
the effect in point of time, and there must be a moment when the 
cause exists itself devoid of any effect. Therefore, the substance 
must bave a condition in which it is divested of all attributes; 
and this definition in its ordinary sense cannot be applied to the 
‘substance in that state. So this definition errs in being narrower 
as it excludes that substance which is free from attributes. 

In order to meet this objection the Naiyayikas explain 
gundsrayatca to mean guyavaltedtyantabharanadhikaranatea or 
the state of not being the substratum of the absence of having 
properties. They say that though at the time of 


still the substance is not the substratum of the absolute negation 
‘of qualities, for in the second moment qualities inhere in it. 
But this roundabout explanation of the concept guwüérayatea 
“does not help the Naiyayikas, for then the definition of substance 
too wide. Absolute negation of having qualities (guya- 

sah), may be characterised as not being the sub- 

of is арн which is the 
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characteristic of substance,’ for nothing can be its own 
receptacle. Again this characteristic mark of substance will be 
found even in gunas themselves. For gunas or qualities also 
are, as we have shown above, endowed with some other gunas, 
0.9., number, separateness, etc., and so they cannot be the 
substratum of the absolute negation of having qualities.” 

Further does the definition of substance imply the absolute 
negation of one quality or of all 2 

The definition would be too narrow in either case. The 
gunas or qualities are twenty-four in number, and what is the 
receptacle of one quality, ¢.g., colour, may be characterised as 
the substratum of the absolute negation of another quality, ¢.g., 
rasa or taste, and thus an entity—endowed with colour may not 
be determined by the definition of substance. Again, since there 
is no substance endowed with all qualities, therefore, nothing 
can be characterised as not being the substratum of the absolute 
negation of all qualities.” 

As this definition is beset with difficulties, the М№уйуа- 
Vaisesika thinkers advance another definition of substance. Tho 
definition runs thus ibstance is what is organically related to 
thinghood (dravyateajati yogitvam dravyalaksanam). Chitsukbi- 
сагуа is not satisfied with this definition and strongly criticises 
it. Wherefrom do we derive the idea of thinghood that attempts 





1 Yo'p gunavattvatyantabhival — so'pi  svasyAnadhikntapam 
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to define the substance ? То have the idea of thinghood, we 
must have a pre-supposition of something that supplies this iden; 
and that something must be of the same nature and character ав 
those of the substance itself. Therefore, to possess the idea of 
thinghood we must previously be conscious of the thing itself. “ 

‘The definition of the attributes as given by the Vaisegika 
school does not also appear to be convincing. ‘The VaiSesikas 
define the attributes thus: The attributes are 
inherent in the substance and are totally 
divested of any quality and motion. ‘They are 
not the causes of conjunction and separation? The author of 
the Nyàyakandali defines attributes as attributeless (aguna) and 
organically related to the universal characteristics of дира 
(хатапуасан). If we analyse this definition and make a careful 
scrutiny we find that it involves the fallacy of begging the 
question, In order to have a clear conception of aguna we must. 
have the pre-coneeption of guna itself. 

It has already been. proved in the examination of the defini- 
tion of substance that the attributes are not totally divested of 
ualities, They are characterised by number and separateness, 








ete. 





‘The author of the Kiranarali defines attributes in a different 

form when he says that the attributes possess the characteristic 
ога ‘universality, i.e., gunatva and lie beyond the range of touch- 
sensation though inbering in the substance and they form a 





separate category from motion or karma. This definition 


involves four factors. We have seedy discussed the first epithet 


a modrayyolaksapum — 
bāvāttanmānasyānirůūpaņāt. 3 





152 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS 


and there remain three more factors to be carefully analysed and. 
critically examined. 

We have no objection against Kiranavali when it declares 
that the attributes inhere in the substance and lie beyond touch- 
perception, but we cannot accept the last characteristic without 
doing violence to reason. When we fully analyse the term 
karmatiriktah we see that it involves the following stages :— 
(1) distinct knowledge of karma, (2) the conception of gura and 
(8) clear understanding of the difference or distinction that lies 
between the two. То understand the nature of karma we must 
have a pre-conception of guna and that of the relation between 
the two. Again, to know guna, we must be familiar with the 
nature of Катта and its distinctive characteristics. Thus each, 
in its turn, leads to the other. There is neither beginning nor 
anyend. The process is never-ending and it commits the fallacy 
that is technically known as arguing in a circle," 

We have seen that in the Nydya-Vaiéegika systems 

" substance and attributes are two inet. 
eem ie debatin categories. They can never be cognised in 
Mm such а way. So far as our experience is con- 
cerned, we know the substance in and through the attributes and 
the attributes in and through the former. Now, these systems 
are logically forced to admit the independent existence of a third 
category, viz. samarāya to account for the cognition of the 
substance through the help of the attributes and of the 
attributes in and through the substance. — Praéastapida 
defines samavaya as a category that brings into connection two, 
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concepts that cannot exist independently though standing in the 
relation of the container and the contained." 

Sridhura, in his Nydya-Kandalt, attempts to render ® 
thorough interpretation of this definition.” All instances of the 
relation of the container and the contained do not represent 
samavaya relation. For example, a particular book is placed on 
a table and they stand in the relation of the container and the 
contained ; but this relation is not one of samardya but of 
затуода. Samavāya relationship is distinguished from 
затуода relationship by the fact that in the former both the 
entities that are related together cannot stand independent of cach 
other, while in the latter, they сад so stand. In the previous 
illustration, the book and the table can both exist independent 
of each other, but a piece of cloth cannot exist independent of 
the threads that constitute its materi though the latter can 
stand independent of the former. Thus both can never stand 
independent of each other and this relation illustrates the distine= 
tive nature of samavdya relation. 

I'sukhücárya strongly criticises this definition as being too 
wide. When we cognise the negation of а certain object, 
particular pot on a particular place, we see that these two 
ideas cannot stand independently and express the relation of the 
container and the contained. Though all the requirements of 
“samavaya relation are satisfied here, the Nai, 

that this example is not one of samaráya relation. ‘The 

vigesana-visesya-laksana, i. i 
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in the case of two entities that are positive in their nature and 
it does not hold good in the instances in which even one is nega- 
tive. This modification also is not satisfactory and to the 
Advaitins, it is equally fallacious. For example the sound bas 
its existence in ether (Iha akaée éabdah). Here both “the 
е and thereby all conditions are satisfied, still, 
themselves do not hold this to be a case of 
Therefore, the definition is too wide. 
Again, the definition unwarrantably assumes the epithet üdháryá- 
dharabhiita that necessarily follows from ayutasiddha,' 

Samavdya is an independent category and relates two 
concepts, viz., the substance and the attributes, ete. Now when 
it establishes the relation between the two, it itself stands ina 
certain relation to the substance. Therefore, in order to have 
the cognisance of the substance in and through the attributes 
and the latter in and through the former, we accept samaviya 
relation, and in connecting the two, samabdya itself is related 
to the substance, Now the question arises, how do we become 
aware of this relation that exists between the substance and 
samavdya? To account for this if we accept another samavaya 
and so on, we are led to an infinite regress (anavasthá). 

This fallacy of infinite regress led the Vedintins to reject 
this samavaya relation as an entity standing independent of the 
substance and the attributes.” 

Satakara has pointed out in his Bhāşya that the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika systems cannot fully explain the real nature of the sub- 
stance and tbat of the attributes, and their relation though they 
admit samavaya to be a third category. In refuting these 

Sathkara points out that they are бенен е: oy 
d categories, sul 
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guna, motion, ete., entirely depend on the first, viz., substance. 

‘Thus they affirm and deny the same trath їп the same breath. 
Categories are at once independent and dependent, an absurd 
conclusion.” 

It may however be contended that subordination does not 
do away with independence. As for example, smoke having 
originated from fire depends on it, though smoke and fire have 
both got independent existences. Similarly, attribute, etc., 
though dependent on substance, do not, on that account, lose 
_ their independence. Attributes and other entities are dependent 
in the sense that they cannot be cognised unless they are related 
to the substance, 

Upon this contention, Sarhkarites argue that this example 
of smoke and fire does not hold good and it fails to explain the 
nature of subordination. It is a case of false analogy. Smoke 
and fire can be cognised independently and we consider them as 
distinct and separate. But the attributes cannot be cognised 
apart from their relation to the substance. Hence, the idea of 
distinctiveness and uniqueness is not clear in the case of the 
attributes. 

‘Thus, if experience be the last court of appeal, we find that 
the idea of the substance cannot be had apart from that of the 
‘Auvaitin’sdecnion, Attributes and the idea of the attributes equally 
depends on that of the former for its cognisance. 
So, there is no clear-cut distinction between the two. ‘They are the 
“two aspects of the same entity. — Substance expresses itself 
‘attributes and the latter have their perfection and consummation 
inthe substance. The two are identical in essence, Attributes 
exist whon the substance is there; they lack existence when the 
s се is wanting. So the substance expresses itself in 
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Vacaspati Mira in his Bhàmati explaining the nature of 
the substance and that of the attributes says that the attributes 
cannot be defined and conceived of as independent of the 
substance to which they belong. Whenever we have the 
cognisance of any attribute we conceive in reality the substance 
im one of its forms. Therefore, the attributes are not separate 
from and independent of the substance, but the universal charac- 
ter of the substance is illustrated in and through some particular 
attributes." 

"When we perceive an object it appears to us a particular 
individual possessing characteristics, some of which аге common 
to the class while others are specially its own, 
For example, a cow which we perceive before 
us, bas two sets of qualities : (1) those that are 
commbn and essential to all cows in the world and (2) others 
thot are particular to this cow only. ‘The first set implies the 
pure essence which аге common to all cows. The realistic philo- 
sophers are of opinion, that such essence found in different 
classes of things is not merely accidental points of resemblance. 
They indicate seli-existent, eternal, unchangeable realities, 2.g., 
universals belonging, as it were, to a separate world of their 
own? It is by virtue of their participating in the same universal 
that tbe particular individuals of a class bappen to possess the s0- 
called common and essential attributes. 

As regards the existence of the universals and their relation. 
j, Galego ma drerriárensdine айра epi ta уг yadî irae 
pyante toda tadi tadakiratayaiva prathante, na 
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to the particulars, there are other thinkers who hold a different 
view. They admit the class concepts or universals but do not 
think them as existing apart from particulars. 
‘The realistic philosop hers maintain that these universals are 
objective entities and are revealed in perceptual cognition as 
much as individual objects, as the idea of universals is given 
APTE in sense-perceptions. The existence of these 
үч avi universale can be demonstrated by a regular 
ыры: syllogistic inference also. Our perceptual 
experience is not only of the particular cow, but contains а 
reference to another distinct principle, which is not confined to 
the individual concerned but inberes in other individuals in the 
same manner and the same degree. Had we been cognisant of 
the particular individual alone the cognitions would haye been 
distinct and separate and there would be no class-concept. But 
this is not the case ; there is the sameness of cognition in our 
cognitions of different cows, and this identity of reference, lin- 
guistic and psychological alike, can be accounted for only on the 
assumption of a universal element super-added to particulars. 
The existence and non-existence of an objective reality can be 
determined by the arbitration of experience alone and the dictum? 
‘that excess in knowledge presupposes a corresponding excess in 
‘the objective order should be accepted by all believers in extra- 
mental reality. So the particular and universal should be 
accepted as equally true and equally real and there is no contra- 
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According to the subjectivists, jati is merely a creation of 
our own mind without any objective counterpart at all. The 
fective mi Buddhists urge tbat the existence of the univer- 
ore sal can be proved neither by sense-perception 
nor by inference. It is impossible that sense-perception should 
give us the knowledge of the universal. Sense-perception is 
confined to particulars only and has no valid application beyond 
them. Nor can inference or testimony, being ultimately based 
on perception, supply us with the knowledge of the universal 
‘There are two forms of perception, Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa 
and none of these is sufficient to prove conclusively the universal 
that underlies the particulars. Indeterminate ог Nirvikalpa 
perception is occasioned as soon as the so-called object comes in 
contact with а particular sense-organ just before the subjective 
contributions from within have any opportunity to modify the 
pure sensuous processes, Determinate or Savikalpa perception, 
according to this theory, is due to subjective contributions added 
to the stage of pure perception. These subjective contributions 
not being in any kind of touch with the object itself, cannot 
affect the true nature of the object. Hence, even when we seem 


to apprehend them sensuously this knowledge must be taken to 
be an illusion without any validity. And the sensuous perception 
of the universal depends upon a comprehensive apprehension of 
the particulars participating in the same universal. But as sense- 
perception is by its nature confined only to the presentative ele’ 
ments, other elements will have to be represented in consciousness 
їп order to occasion a comprebensive apprebension of the object, 
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and this consciousness requires the presence of both the presen- 
tative and representative elements. But sense-perception sup- 
plies us only with presentative elements. Now as the latter ele- 
ments are wanting in sense-perception, it is not the only source 
of knowledge of the universal. Representative elements, again, 
not being in direct touch with any present object, cannot occa- 
sion any sensuous apprehension even if they seem to establish a 
true relation with the presentative elements. Representative 
elements are the creations of the mind and bence illusory. They 
cannot therefore in any way prove the objective validity of the 
universal. 
If it were'argued that the presentative and representative 
elements, by their co-operation occasion the sensuous perception of 
the universal, the same reply would begiven. So far as the терге- 
sentative elements are concerned, the apprehension of tbe univer- 
sal, resulting from them, cannot be sensuous ; because {һе re- 
presentative elements unlike the presentative ones, are occasioned 
by a process of memory revival (smrtyanantarabháei) and not 
by any interaction between the object and the sense organ. 
"Though ordinary experience apparently shows that we perceive 
‘the universals sensuously, a deeper analysis discloses the fact 
that representative factors constitute the major portion of sen: 
‘ous perception and that there is not а bit of sensuousness in 
representative factors, Hence по sense-perception of the uni- 
егш is possible. Inference, again, being based on perception, 
equally fails to stand as a source from which we might derive 
the knowledge of the universal. The degree of subjective com- 
plexity is much greater in inference than in sense perception. So 
ме conclude that neither ETI nor inference can warrant 






















160 POSI-SAMKARA DIALECTICS 


asa principle of unity. If different and identical at the same 
time, it it is inconceivable." 
Further, if the universal were different from the particular, 
it would exist either everywhere in the world or only in the 
Particulars belonging to the class. If it existed everywhere, it 
would be perceived not only in the objects other than its so- 
called particulars but also in a space not occupied by any object ; 
the universal * cowhood * would be perceived in a horse also. It 
may be argued that though the universal is ubiquitous, it is 
manifested only in that particular class because only these indi- 
viduals have (while other individuals have not) the capacity to 
manifest it. The reply would be that since the ubiversal is ul 
quitous, there is no reason why it should not be perceived 
in all the objects in the world indiscriminately. Moreover, since 
the universal is ubiquitous and stands in the same relation to all 
objects in space, there is no reason why some objects should and 
others should not have the so-called capacity to manifest the 
universals. 
If it were assumed that the universalis not ubiquitous but 
exists as confived to the particulars only, then in the case of a 
new-born individual, first coming into relation with the univer- 
sal, either the universal is born along with the particulars ог 
comes to it from another particular already existing, In the 
first alternative, the universal would not be external; in the 
second, it would not be unchangeable. Moreover, the particular 
which the universal abandons in order to be associated with the 
newly-born one would be without any universal, Similarly, if a 
Particular were annihilated the universal already present m 
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one is inconceivable and in the third alternative, the second parti- 
cular would have two universals simultaneously present in it 
which is an absurdity.’ 

The manner of existence of the universal in the particulars 
is equally inconceivable. For, the entire universal is present 
either in a single particular only (in which case other particu- 
Jars will be without any universal) or in all particulars taken 
distributively (in which case the universal would not be a part- 
less unity) or in all particulars taken collectively (in which case 
it would be perceived only when all the particulars are simul- 
taneously perceived). 

Hence the'universal is merely a subjective fiction without 
any objective counterpart.” 

Now the question arises that if it be a subjective fiction, how 
do we become conscious of oneness, anugata-pratyaya that runs 
through different individuals of a class ? We find, for example, 
two cows and believe that they belong to the same species. This 
cognition of the principle of unity cannot be satisfactorily ex- 
plained if we do not admit that, bebind these particular cows, 
there is a universal cowhood in which all the particular cows 
participate, Therefore, the universal has its objective validity 
on the ground of the consciousness of the principle of unity, 
that runs through the individuals and makes a class concept 
possible. ‘The Buddhists contend, however, that this feeling of 
the general essence is also a subjective fiction and it is not essen- 

tial that the universal should have an existence to give rise to 
this form of consciousness. ‘The notions of the genus and the 
species, substance and attributes, etc., are all fictitious without 
corresponding realities; and this kind of notions has its origin 
the mind when it finds that two or more particular indivi- _ 
parecer ne E our practical life. The capacity 
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of the individuals to serve the same purpose gives rise to this 
notion of the principle of unity, and the realists erroneously 
hold that corresponding to this notion of the principle of unity 
there lies a universal or jati in the real facts of nature. 
Following the mode of arguments advanced by the subjecti- 
as ii = vists’ school discussed above Citsukha says 
К: that neither by perception пог by inference 
jūti as a separate class-concept can be established. What is 
exactly meant by class concept ? Does it mean the apprehen- 
sion of a cow in one animal just as we have it in another animal ? 
Or does it mean the apprehension of the nature of a cow inber- 
ing in all cows ? Or does it mean the apprehension of a charac- 
teristic common to them all? In none of these senses the 
class-concept be established. In the first case even without the 
class-concept we can apprehend each of the animals as a cow by 
seeing some peculiarities common to them just as we сап appre- 
hend the moon in its several reflexions many vessels of 
water? In the second case the nature of the cows is not deter- 
mined, or if determined the class-concept becomes useless. In 
the third case it can be said that just as we have the perception 
of а man as holding the stick (dandi, dandavan) so we have not 
the perception of а cow as having the characteristic of cows 
(фон, goteavdn). It is only from the perception of cows that 
же can gather the characteristic of cows, viz., the possession of 
dewlap, etc. In this case we can have the apprehension 
nbi e orte Ө nd Bere is no need of a class conc 
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Again what indicates the jati and where does it reside ? If it 
be said that the indicator resides where jatî resides then there 
arises fallacy of mutual dependence ; for without the know- 
ledge of the indicator we cannot have the idea of jāti and again 
without the knowledge of jati we cannot have any idea of the 
indicator which coexists with ја 

Admitting jati the question arises: how is jai related to 
individuals ? The relation between jati and individuals cam 
neither be one of contact (за'й}ода) nor of coherence (samavaya) 
nor of identity (tadaimya). The relation cannot be one of 
saga ; for in that case the jatis being eternal and all-per- 
wading it will be possible for them to be in contact with all 
substances, во we might perceive cowhood in things other than 
cows as well asin them. The samacaya category has been 
already refuted. If the relation is said to be one of identity 
then cowhood being identical with existing cows, it cannot apply 
to a newly-born cow as it is distinct from existing cows 
with which jati is identified and as it has по motion and no 
parts it cannot adhere to the new cow.” 

For all these difficulties the Advaitins reject jati and hold 
[stor еван. that there is one principle of unity which is a 

purely subjective contribution without any 

objective reality necessitated by the demands of understanding. 

‘Phe ideas of Time and Space are inherent in the very cog- 

nition of finite beings. То have a clear under- 

Mensis standing of any object, we study it as, standing 
in three relations; it must be in Time, it will occupy Space, 
and be bound to other objects by the tie of Causality. The very 
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fact of sequence involves the notions of Time, Space and 
Causality. These three factors constitute the common cause of 
the being and comprehension of any finite object. All schools of. 
Indisn thought, in one sense or other, have accepted the truth 
of these notions. 
‘The past, present and future have no meaning й 
Towers accept the concept of * Time. 


we do not 
‘Time is the 
cause that gives rise to the distinction of 
the two аз older and younger. Days, months, years, ctos, are 
nothing but the limitations of Time.’ All these considera- 
tions led the Naiyayikas to admit Time п eternal entity that 
conditions itself in finite times. Let us see however whether 
these considerations can be explained in another way, and then 
there would be no necessity of assuming the existence of an 
eternal Time. 

It is also objected that the idea of Time is not essential to 
explain the notion of day, month, year, young and old, ete. These 
ideas of young and old do not originate from the belief in eternal 
"Time ; they are simply the modes of the finite experience The 
notion of day, month, year, ete., depends on the various move- 
ments and evolutions of the planets and does not require a 
pre-supposition of Time as a separate category. This notion, 
therefore, being a mode of motion, belongs to ‘ karma * category. 

In reply to the first objection, it is argued that time is a. 
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swiftness or the idea of sequence, efc., appear like the adjuncts 

or qualities that specialise thatform of cognition. These special 
qualities must have a basis to stand upon ; and this. fundamental 
basis is Time which is thus perecived in cognition. Similarly, 
space also is perceived when we see a thing as located ina 
purücular space. It may be contended, however, that perception 
is possible only when the object comes in direct contact with the 
sense-organ. Space and time though standing as qualitative 
adjuncts, being devoid of smell, colour, ete. do not come in” 
contact with the sense-organs and lie beyond perception. This 
contention, however, is not satisfactory. It is not necessary that 
the object of perception must appeal to sense-organs through their 
respective objects such as smell, touch, taste, colour, ete. 
Whatever is clearly manifested in cognition is taken to be n fact 
of perception. Time and space qualifying the objects of 
cognition are clearly manifested to us, though smell, taste, ete., 
are wanting. For example, the notion of specific gravity is an 
instance of perception, though it fails to appeal to the different 
sense-organs but still it is perceived. Time and Space are also 
perceived in the same way. Again, if we concede validity to 
these objections and hold that time and space are inferential, it 
does not invalidate their being. 

In reply to the second objection it may be argued that the 
succession of day and night, year, etc., cannot be finally explained 
by the revolution of the earth round its axis or by the movements 
` of the planets. The movements of the planets also depend for 
heir explanation on the idea of time. The sun rises and sets, 
The understanding of this proposition presupposes time. 

` Therefore, time is the fundamental idea that expresses itself in 

the movements of the planets and in the succession of da; 
sht. Movements of planets have their being in араа 
has tion o faite events. Therefore, the 
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sequence. This time is eternal, all-pervading and partless just 
as ether is.* 


Similarly, Space is another aspect of sequence and is eternal, 
all-pervading and partless like Time. So Time and Space are in 
their nature eternal and all-pervading ; but from the phenomenal 
standpoint, they are perceived no longer as eternal and all- 
pervading but limited when they stand in relation to finite 
objects. Just as one eternal ether breaks down, as it were, and 
manifests itself in particular pots ; so eternal Time and Space 
lose as it were their eternity and manifest themselves Чп 
particular events and finite objects as limited. Thus, in 
themselves, Time and Space are eternal, but they are looked 
upon as limited in relation to finite events and objects. 





In our previous discussion we have examined the Naiytyika- 
position and have found that one, eternal Space 
‘To нит up. and Time cannot explain the facts of perception. 
The Naiyáyikas hold that the idea of day, 
month, year, eto., is due to the relations of the movements of 
the sun to the finite objects. According to the variation of this 
movement, variation or change in Time order is produced. It 
may be asked here, the movements exist in the sun and how. 
can they be related to the objects of physical nature? According 
to the Nuiyayikas the factor that establishes this relation is to 
be known as time. Time ів thus the source or cause of giving 
rise to this idea in us.* 
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Citsukha here observes that the idea of Time has its origin 
in the movements of the sun; but we are 
„Абу, enm conscious of time when the movements of the 
; sun are related to finite objects. ‘The Naiya- 
в lay exclusive stress on the principle that 
establishes this Sidon and take this principle to be time. 
Citsukha points out that the relation is not a potent factor in the 
consciousness of time. ‘That the true knowledge of time lies 
in the movements of the sun and the relation between these 
movements and the finite objects can be explained by any other 
eternal factor and docs not necessitate time. ‘There is one, 
eternal and all-pervading self, which, as substrate, establishes 
unity in diversity and harmonises all the objects that seem to be 
detached from one another, can explain the relation between the 
movements of the sun and the finite objects. Further, the idea 
of day, month, year, etc., depends purely on the movements of 
the sun, Therefore, the motion of the sun is the final solution 
of the secret of Time. Every experience involves Time and Space 
as inherent in it. But this does not go to prove the separate 
and independent entity of Time and Space. 














Finite objects are explained by the idea of finite time; but 


the current of time is infinite, because origination and destruction 
cannot be explained if we do not hold belief in infinite time. If 
` we affirm that there was a period when time was not, and there 
` will be a period when time will cease to exist, it will presuppose 
` time as we bave already explained. Thus Time is proved to be 
infinite. Citsukha observes that infinite time is inconceivable. 
M ses comi time when the movements of the sun аге 
elated to the finite objects, ie, we know the meaning of. 
‘and ‘after’ through relation. But when there is no 
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time exists in the motion itself аз а form of energy. Thus 
there is no necessity of assuming one infinite time." 

Similarly, Citsukha proves that space is not infinite. The 
idea of space dawns on us when the sun touches the various parts 
of its orbit in its different movements. The first point of con- 
tact is known as the eastern gate and in reference to this point 
we come to.know the ten quarters. When the sun's path or line 
of movement is related to finite objects we are conscious of 
space, and this does not necessitate the concept of an infinite 
space, Here also the relationship is established by the absolute 
Self? 

Citsukha refutes also the Nyaya category of cause and 
effect. Püreakülabháeitea or antecedence in time cannot be the 
criterion of a cause, For, in that case the 
washerman's ass, which stands just before the 
fire is lighted, will be the cause of fire. If, however, the expression 
niyata or invariable is prefixed to parvakalabhavitoa or antece- 
dence, then also the ass becomes the cause as only when the ass 

present the fire is kindled. If again the expression ananyathd- 
siddha be added, that is the cause be regarded'as the invariable 
antecedent sine qua non, then also the ass being that without 
which the washerman who is the cause of fire, cannot do, will be 
the cause. Space without which fire cannot be kindled will 
also be the cause of fire. The objection that space being common 
and all pervasive cannot be the cause of fire cannot be raised. 
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tho Naiyayikas, for the same objection will hold true of the soul 
which they regard as the cause of the production of pleasure and 
pain. ‘The cause cannot be defined as that which being present 
the effect follows, for the seed cannot produce sprouts without 
accessories and therefore according to this definition 
the seed will not be the cause. If the accessories 
are introduced as the cause then there arises the 
fallacy of atmasrayatoa, for if the cause be explained by a refer- 
ence to the secondary causes, then cause is sought to be 
explained by causes. Again the dictum that cause is 
that which being present the effect follows and which being 
absent the effect does not follow invalidates plurality of causes ; 
for since fire can be produced by many different agencies, some 
will be present in one and others in another case, Fire will be 
kindled even in the absence of some factors and the definition of 
cause will thus be invalidated for these absent factors may also 
produce fire, on other occasions. It is absurd to define cause ав 
collocation of causal factors, for then cause will to be deter- 
mined by causes.* 

Тһе Nyaya interpretation of cause thus being proved to be 
untenable the conception of effect which depends on the concep- 
tion of cause cannot be logically determined. 

Now we turn to prove the untenability of Nyaya explanation 
of effect and to discuss in this connection the doctrine of causation 
as held by different schools of Indian thought. 

Causality is the central category of experience. In every 
experience we find that each phenomenon is connected with ano- 

ther phenomenon by the law of causation. No 
allio. ® of event in the universe is totally detatched from 

the rest. Experience becomes possible only 
when we presuppose causation. 

Three lines of thought run through the history of Indian 
Philosophy in explaining the law of Causation, Arambhavada 


LI 





1  Citsukbi, pp. 314-317. 
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or Asatkaryavada, Parinamaráda or Satkaryavada and Sad- 
vivartavada or Sat-káramaráda. 

Arambhavada admits of two forms, Asatkāraņarāda of the 
Buddhists and Sat-karanacada of the Naiyüyikas. The two 

$ schools of thought agree so far as the nature 
tonet Тао er Of the effect is concerned, i.e., it is asat, non- 
isu. existent. Asat-karyavada or Arambhavada of 
the Naiyāyikas is a commonsense theory and 
we generally assume the truth of this theory in our every day 
experience. It adopts tbe empirical standpoint and holds that 
the elfect is non-existent before its creation, The activity of the 
agent creates a kind of new effect from the cause, which did not 
exist before the operation of the agent. For instance a jar, 
although made of clay, is non-existent qud jar before the potter 
moulds the clay into this form, ‘The potter creates а new effect 
from the clay. Hence prior to its production, the effect as such 
is non-existent. ‘Though the effects have no permanent reality, 
they have a temporary existence. They suddenly come into being 
and soon vanish away. The NaiyAyikas try to explain everything 
by means of the atoms. Ву the conglomeration of atoms, every- 
thing comes into existence that bad no prior existence. Thi 
theory runs counter to the Sithkbya theory which holds that the 
effect is implicitly and potentially present in the cause. The cause 
and the effect are identical. But the Naiyüyikas hold that the 
cause and effect stand in the relation of sequence and can never 
be identical. Cause and effect appear ta one, contenant x 
жегш, ‘We never identify a piece of cloth with the thread of — 

ch it is made. The cloth was * asat ' but the threads were a 

nt, sat. When so made, ptu threads 
з a certain order but as cloth. So too, a jar is 
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be transformed into existence. Tf the effect were absolutely non- 
existent before its production, it could by no means be brought 

into being. We can, for example, extract oil from mustard- 

seeds, but never from sand. Every effect exists potentially in 

its material cause, and is only manifested as such through the - 
activity of the agent. ‘The jar in question exists in clay even 

prior to its being moulded as such. The potter's activity is only 
а suitable occasion for its manifestation as a jar. 

Further, if we accept the hypothesis of Arambhavada, we 
are forced to admit the principle of the plurality of causes. If 
the effect suddenly comes into being spontaneously and does not 
exist potentially in the cause prior to its being manifested, we 
are forced to believe that anything can come out of anything 
else; and there is no certainty that the same cause will produce 
the same effect. We know that the causal connection is n 
necessary relation and we get oil from mustard-seed only because 
oil is inherent in the seed ; but we cannot derive oil from sand 
and the reason is to be found in the fact that there is no ne- 
cessary relation between oil and sand, or in other words, oil does 
not implicitly inhere in the sand. 

‘Thus if we hold that the same cause will give rise to the ваше 
effect, we are called upon to admit at the same time that the 
effect remains implicit in the cause before its manifestation. 

‘Thus we see that the effect is not ‘asat’ or non-existent pi 

to be found inhering in the cause 
by the activity of the agent what was implicitly contained in the 
cause is explicitly expressed in the effect. "The effect is hidden 
our view before its production and it is presented to us 
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Naiyüyika theory, though it gives a better interpretation of 
the Law of Causation and removes the shortcomings of Buddhism, 
is not fully satisfactory; because in refuting the Buddhists, it 
adopts some view that are logically false. The Naiy&yika-dif- 
culties did-strike the Sarkhyists who render a better explana- 
tion of Causation, These three schools represent the different 
stages of development of the same thought in so far as Causation 
is concerned, 
‘This school holds that the effect is real or sat, Whatever 
comes into being cannot be non-existent. The efect, before its 
cuaunye шу ot Production, is implicitly present in the cause 
сешмше. and under suitable conditions the cause mani- 
fests itself in the effect. The cause and the 
effect are not two different realities. ‘The cause appears in tlie 
effect ; the two are different aspects of the same phenomenon. 
Before transformation it is known as cause and after 
transformation it is known as effect. The author of 
Siddhantalega defines causation as a process of becoming in which 
the cause gradually changes and reappears in the effect. The 
effect can be described as the immanent finality, the formative 
principle realising itself through successive transformations till 
it reaches the final growth and development. It is the generally 
accepted theory of causation in metaphysics. 
‘Phe monistic doctrine of causation is known ав Vivartavada. 
Menace ex. ‘The effect is not the transformation of the 
ШЫК of Сонм i cause, as the Sathkhyists hold, but it is the 
" manifestation of the cause ; in this manifesta- 
tion the cause is not affected in any way. According to Sürhkhya, 
the cause and the effect are identical, because it is the poten- 
tility that comes into actuality. But Advaitism denies this 
truth and hold that the relation is inexplicable, anirvacantya. 
So far as our experience is concerned, we can say this much 
that the effect cannot be understood independent of its material 
cause, i.c. а pot cannot exist independent of clay. Thus it 
stands in opposition to the Ny&ya-Vaisesika systems that hold that- 
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the effect is a separate and independent entity. The relation is 
not identical; because the activity of the agent fails in tl 
affirmation and the expression ‘the agent makes a thing’ is 
emptied of all meaning. Neither can it be considered as 
bhedübheda as these are two contradictory terms which cannot 
inhere in the same object at the same time. Hence the nature 
of the effect is unspeakable or anireacaniya. This is the view of 
the Sarhkarites. 

Advaita Vedinta explains the relation between the cause 
and the effect as ananya. ‘The term docs not mean 
abheda or non-difference as used in S&rkhya. It means, on the 
other hand, that the effect has no being or reality apart from that 
of the cause." 

‘Vacaspati Міќга in explaining the term ananya says that 
it is neither bheda or different nor abheda or identical. In intro- 
ducing this term Advaitism differs from the Nyaya-Vaisegika 
systems on the one band, and Sürikhya and Patafjala on the 
other. If the cause and the effect are different, we fail to trace 
ош any causal link between two separate, independent and differ- 
ent entities, 

The activity of the agent becomes useless if the cause and 
the effect are identical. This objection can be met by the 
Sürbkhyists by saying that the activity of the agent is necessary 
(о bring potentiality into actuality as we have seen in the ex- 
amples of the Sathkbyists. This contention being granted, the 
theory cannot be considered as beyond dispute. What do we 
mean by the transformation of the cause into the effect? If 
transformation implies a complete change of cause, knowledge 
3 SE! у == 
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from the previous state. If it means, on the other band, that 
transformation is not of the whole but of the parts only, the 
question arises whether these parts are different. from or identi- 
cal with the entire cause. If we affirm the first alternative, we 
have to admit the synthesis between the two and this is 
logically absurd. The other alternative is meaningless, because 
il the parts are identical with the entire cause and get themselves 
transformed, what is the ground of objection to the whole being- 
changed? 


Again, the application of the law of transformation on uni 
versal sequence leads to further difficulties, What is 
the nature of the entire cause that is transformed into 
diversified forms ? Is it partless or is it endowed with 
parts ? If it be partless, it goes to prove tbat complete change is 
produced in the primordial cause in every form of transformation 
and the effect must be eternal. If we accept the second alterna- 
tive, the primordial cause becomes no longer eternal but perish- 
able." 


All these defects and shortcomings of the Sarhkhyists lead the 
Advaitins to accept the theory of vivarta, evolution, or self- 
alienation, i.e., the process of reflection in which the effect does 
L-— not possess the same amount of being as the cause? ‘This is 
m transformation, but a new form of transformation, i, 0, 

tation. "The effect is a mere appearance and is valid only 
ally from the phenomenal standpoint. Causality holds 
long as we are confined to the empirical world, but when 
cend the phenomenal world and judge the effect from 
physical standpoint, it is non-existent or false. 
must presuppose the chain of causation, but beyond 
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The Buddhist logicians, who advocate asatkaryanada or 
production of a previously non-existent effect 
as held by the Naiy&yikas, also ultimately come 
io the monistic conclusion that the effect is 
non-existent and false. ‘The Sautrantika, on being questioned 
why the same seed should produce oil and not any other substance, 
though it is all equally non-existent in the causal entity, only 
says in reply that there can be no questioning with regard to the 
ultimate laws of nature, which are unthinkable and beyond the 
scope of Philosophy. ‘They are to be accepted as facts without 
question. There is no means of divining the inner powers of 
things by intuition; they can be known only when particular 
effects are seen to be produced. ‘There is an unknown law which 
regulates the powers of things and the determinate effects that are 
seen to issue from particular causes are determined by this un- 
known law. But it has been urged that determination connotes 
the idea of delimitation, and when the other limit, viz., the effect, 

absent, how can you speak of determination? It is under- 
standable if the effects are existent in some form or other, 
otherwise, it is only a word without meaning? The Buddhist 
allows the justice of the objection that the word ‘ determination " 
is inapplicable in the absence of the other limit, viz., the effect. 
But the position he seeks to establish simply amounts to ti 
that the causal entity, the unique fact which is seen to be in- 
variably attended by another entity styled the effect, is undeniable 
asa real, substantive fact, though the particular expressions 
usually employed to characterise it may fail to convey a correct 
idea of its real nature. Words are but convenient symbols, 
employed according to the taste and purpose of the speaker and 
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аге by no manner of means to be regarded as integral parts of 
things-in-themselves. So the objection with regard to an expres- 
sion does not touch the essential nature of things. However 
objectionable and defective the language опе may use to interpret 
the causal relation may be the existence of the two entities, one 
following closely on the heels of another, is unquestionable. АП 
existents being momentary can have neither a past nor a future 
history and their momentary existence is interpreted as origina- 
tion by a necessary fiction of the understanding. ' 

"The question of their previous existence or non-existence 
cannot, therefore, arise, as a momentary entity is ex hypothesi 
destitute of all continuity. It is, however, by a fiction of the 
understanding, supposed to be non-existent in the past, as it is 
only seen to emerge closely on the heels of another entity. But 
in reality neither existence nor non-existence can be predicated of 
it, as a non-existent can never be existent or vice versa. The idea 
of one thing being the cause and another ig effect is also an 
intellectual fiction—a mere form of understanding called into 
being by the necessity of interpreting the relation of two events, 
which, however, has nothing to do with the objective order of 
reals. What happens in reality is that one entity follows closely 
another And this is endorsed by an ipse dizit of the Lord 
Buddha, '* О thou Mabamate (take it) that all these phenomena 
have по origination, as neither existent nor non-existent can be 
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‘This account of the Sautrantika throws overboard the theory 
of causation in toto. It reduces causation to a mere mechanical 
sequence and confesses its inability to explain the character of 
necessity, which distinguishes causal relation from cases of 
accidental sequence. The Sautrüntika plays into the bands of 
the Sanyaradin, who declares that causation is an appearance 
and not reality. The Sünya-ráda and the theory of Maya have, 
however, the virtue of logical consistency to their credit, as they 
make no scruple to declare that the phenomenal order of things 
is unintelligible and inexplicable, that the entire cosmos is a 
mysterious appearance. 

Nagarjuna and Sarkara, with their keen logical acumen, 
have shown in unmistakable language that causation is the hidden 
rock, on which the ship of realism must suffer shipwreck. 
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CHAPTER V 
NATURE OF PHENOMENAL APPEARANCE 


‘The theory of phenomenality of this order of existence has 
а long history behind it ; it was later on developed by the Nco- 
Vedantic teachers of the Advaita- Vedānta school. Gaudapida, the 
first systematic exponent of the Advaita-Vedanta wrote a chapter 
оп the phenomenal character of this worldly existence. His 
philosophy was perhaps greatly influenced by the Vijnanavada 
and the Madhyamika schools of Buddhism. To him the worldly 
existence is a pure subjective illusion and the sense-perception 
of our waking consciousness is just akin to the dream impres- 
sions. Gaudapida has applied the very same arguments as 
advanced by the Buddhistic teachers. 

Next comes Sarhkara who has repudiated the doctrine of 
unreality of external objects as propounded by the Vijidnavada 
school. But he maintains the phenomenality of the creative 
order and explains this appearance to be a seeming expression 
of A-logical reality. According to the Vijnanavada the creative 
order isa mere subjective illusion. ‘The waking consciousness 
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The world neither nor is not, and во its nature indes- 
cribable. While it is different from being and non-being it 
shares їп the character of both. All finite things, as Plato says, 
are made up of being and non-being. Phenomenal appearance 
is, in the words of Bosanquet, “the great ultimate contradiction 
of the finite infinite nature." Heaven and Earth shall pass 
away, our body decays, our senses change and our empirical 
egoes are built up before our eyes. None of these is ultimately 
real. The whole chain of phenomenal existence is a manifesta- 
tion or an expression of reality and is itself false as an indepen- 
dent existence. 

Now the problem which faces us here, is what is the true 
nature of falsity attributed to the phenomenal appearance by 
the teachers of the Advaita-Vedānta. The Madhvites, who 
Bold the worldly appearance as real, seriously question the 
standpoint of the Sawkarites, Vyäsarāja, the author of the 
Муйуатүіа, puts forward and critically examines all plausible 
interpretations of falsity and comes to the conclusion that none 
of them is logically cogent to give a rational explanation of 
falsity of the phenomenal world. Thus contending against the 
position of the Neo-Vedantic teachers, Vyüsarja asks the 
Adyaitins what is the real nature of falsity predicated of the 
phenomenal appearances? The Advaita-teachers advance five- 
fold logical explanations of the concept.’ Madbusüdana 
Barasvatt in his Advaita-Siddhi, the monumental work of the 
Neo-Vedantic school, has given a brilliant exposition of the 
concept against a good number of objections of Vyāsarāja and 




















1 (1) Sadasattinadbikarsoatvam, (2) Pratipannopadhau traikülkka- 
nigodla-pratiyogitvam, (8) Jü&nanivartyatvam, (4) Svüérayanis[bityantá- 

.— bhavapratiyogi |, (5) Sadviviktatvarh mithyitvam. t 
The first definition has been suggested by Padmapida in his Panca- 
“padi, second and third by Prakiitman im bis Vivaraņa, fourth by 
ур ‘by Knandabodba in bis Nyāya- 








180 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS 


his school ; and he has thus pointed out the real essence of the 
five-fold explanations of falsity put forward by the masters of 
the Advaita school. In replying to the question of Vyasaraja, 
Madhusüdana, on the basis of the exposition of the Pancapadika 
of Padmapida, defines falsehood or mithydlva as something 
inexplicable and inconceivable in the sense that it is neither: the 
receptacle (adhikarana) of existence and nor of non-existence.” 

Against this explanation of Padmapáda, Vyasarja contends 

that sadasadanadhikaranatea, which according 
we Ia. «to the view-point of Padmapada, is the crite- 
imwa. rion of falsehood, is a concept which stands 
against all logic and reason and connotes notbing logically valid. 
Padmapida’s expression admits of three possible interpretations 
but none of them is free from fallacy of one kind or another. 
The three probable interpretations brought forward by Vyasarija 
ar (a) The absolute negation of non-existence characterised 
by existence. (U) The dual character of the absolute negation of 
existence and that of non-existence, (c) The absolute negation 
of non-existence as determined by that of existence.” 

In pointing out inadequacies in the given interpretations 
Vyüsaràja contends that the first exposition 
is untenable because phenomenal appearances 
MENU uelis co real and can in no way be charadiskined 
by non-existence determined by existence (sattoa-visigtasattua), 
Tie M Майһуйез admit absolute existence of the phenomenal 

appearance and totally deny non-existence advocated by 
the monistic teachers. And non-existence or asattva being 
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negated therein, the worldly appearance cannot be characterised i 
by any particular form of non-existence (satta-vidigtd-satloa) | 
for a substantive aspect (vifesyamsa) of a concept being denied 
all special features which determine the nature of the substantive 
(visegya) must also be necessarily negated. : 

Further such an exposition commits the fallacy of | 
sddhydprasiddhi or attempting to prove some- 
thing which is nowhere known to exist, 
sadhya or the major or what is to be predicated 
of the minor must be a known fact. Non-existence characterised 
by existence, which is the suggested criterion of falsity, ів a 
concept which is totally devoid of any factuality according to the 
Madbvites. Hence there arises the fallacy of sadhya-prasiddhi 
or reasoning from something which is nowhere known to 
exist! 

The second interpretation is unsatisfactory because it involves 
contradiction or vydghita. Of the two charac- 
teristics which are quite contradictory in their 
nature, if one is negated in a phenomenon, the 
other is posited by the negation of the first 
one, but the two cannot reside simultaneously. Now if the 
absolute negation of existence is denied in tbe phenomenal 
appearance, its contradictory, the negation of non-existence, is 
posited therein ; and again if the absolute negation of non- 
existence is negated, the negation of existence is posited in the 
worldly existence. 


Fallacy of Sidhya 















1 Sadhyaprasiddhi is а fallacy of reasoning based on the improbability” 
ot sidhya or major. When im a syllogism, the major which is affirmed- 
ог denied of the subject or the minor, becomes au woknown factor. the 

7 — syllogistic argument commits the fallacy of unknown predication. For ox- 
ample, in the syllogism ** а mountain has golden fire, because it bax smoke," 
“the golden fire or the major of the syllogism is not known to us and bence 
auch a factor cannot be predicated of the mountain and the syllogism | 
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For the test of the two concepts * sattva and asattoa,” exis- 
tence and non-existence, is contradiction 
and non-contradiction. Worldly existences are 
sat because they are not contradicted; and 
the oyster-silver, rope-serpent, ete., are asat because they are 
contradicted. Tf sattva or abādhyatva be negated in a pheno- 
menon it logically follows that the phenomenon is asat or badhya, 
‘The exposition under consideration positing two contradictory 
characteristics, viz., the absolute negation of existence and of 
non-existence in the worldly appearance commits an unavoidable 
contradiction or eyüghàta." 
Secondly, the interpretation is faulty as it might be turned 
against the Advaitin's position in twofold 
aem ой 4% manner. In the first place, it may be argued 
that Brahman being devoid of all determinate 
qualities can be said to be marked by the negation of existence 
and that of non-existence. Hence if this dual characterisation, 
viz., negation of existence and non-existence be the creterion of 
falsity, Brahman itself becomes false. Then again if Brahman 
thus characterised be taken as absolutely real, the worldly 
appearance should also be regarded as real as it is, оп the 
Advaitin's own admission, marked by these two dual negative 
characters, This is what is called one of the ‘occasions of 
rebuke’ (nigrahasthanam) known as Arthüntaram, i.e., the 
argument leads to a position which is not intended.* 


‘The charge of Уза. 
вуда 99780 ый ы 
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"The position is again untenable, because the major or sadhya 

cannotbe proved from the given explanatory 
example as the explanatory instance is in- 
adequate. In the syllogism under discussion 
‘negation of existence and of non-existence * is the major 
or sadhya and the oyster-silver rope-serpent, etc, are the 
given explanatory instances. Now the Madhvites contend 
that the absotute negation of existence may exist in the 
nonest oyster-silver, etc., but the negation of non-existence 
can in no way be admitted in them because they are 
unreal or asat in their character, Thus only a part of the 
major is proved by the explanatory instance. Hence the instance 
is sadhya-vikala." 


‘The charg of Sadhys= 
"шен 








Tt тау be argued in reply that if the major of the 
under discussion being partly negated in the oyster- 
such other explanatory examples, makes the inference а faulty 
one, the well-known syllogism * the earth differs from other cate- 
gories for its smell’? also becomes fallacious, For in this 
syllogism, water, ether, ete., form the explanatory examples, and 
“the difference of all other categories " forms the major (sddhya), 
Now ina particular example, say in water, difference of all 
other categories except its own self can be beld, but the difference 
of water in water can in no way be acknowledged ; and in this 
‘way all explanatory instances fail to prove the mutual negation of 





1 Sadhya-vikala is one of the four fallacies of the positive expla- 
nntory instance, for example, if in the syllogism, sound is eternal because 
it is without в cause, and what is without а cause is eternal the antecedent 
non-existence or prigabhéva be brought forward as an explanatory instance, 
‘the instance being negated at the origination of its counterpart or pratiyogt 
cannot be characterised as eternal and the major of the syllogism thus does 
mek exist inthe explanalary example and the example емей shy elo, 


A Pribisi itarebbyo bbidyate gandhavattvit, 
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4 all categories of the major of the given syllogism. And the 
£ examples being partially invalid in their nature invalidate the 
© syllogism. * 
t But the argument is not convincing, for, the given syllogism 
Í being purely negative (kevala-cyatircki) in its character does not 
require a positive instance to prove its major 
and the question of sadhya-vaikalya being one 
of the defects of the example homogeneous with 
the proven, cannot be urged in the case of 
+ purely negative form of inference. Such an inference is based on 
{the negative form of cyapti or concomitance between the nega- 
oe ‘of the major and that of the middle. Even then, a question 
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y naturally be asked that such a major cannot be establish- 
ей because the instance of such a concomitance cannot be 
found anywhere else. Tt is found only in the earth where 
itis doubted and has to be proved by the 

syllogistic argument. Hence the charge of 
жайһуйргазї44 or the improbability of the 
‘major invalidates the whole chain of reasoning. 
To refute the charge it may be argued that the major—the 
difference of all categories—is not to be understood individually or. 
but collectively by a particular determinate cognition 
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та). ‘Thus in a particular instance, 
-› in water, the pica иш edt ee appear as an 
ы absurdity, but the negation of totality or 
ме samaho in any particular case is logically — 
established. And in this way the given major 





NATURE OF PHENOMENAL APPEARANCE 185 


may be proved in all heterogeneous instances and the charge of 
sádhyüprasiddhi is а futile one." 

By the application of tbe same logic which establishes the 
difference of all categories in earth on account of its smell, tbe 
Advaitins avoid the opponent's charge of 
sadhyaprasiddhi or of improbable predication. 
Of the two noted characteristics of the major 
ihe negation of existence may be found in tbe oyster-silver 
and that of non-existence in tbe phenomenal appearance ; but the 
two can nowhere be found in a single substratum. For this 
reason the charge of improbability major has been urged in 
the Advaita-interpretation of falsity? In rep the 
Madbvites’ charge of sádhyüprasiddhi, the Advaitins contend 
that the two characteristics, viz., negation of existence and of 
non-existence, are jointly and collectively apprehended as the 
counterpart (pratiyogi) of one absolute negation ; and the 
oyster silver, rope-serpent, ctc., which, though incapable of 
being characterised by the negation of non-existence, can be 
logically determined by the negation of both the characteristics 
taken jointly. For the negation of both in the substrate of one 
ів а well-admitted fact in the science of reasoning. 























! (а) М. Mr. p. 24. 
(b) Jalàditrayodasanyony àbhávánárh tejabprabbrtwu pratyekarb pratye- 
‘kath jfünànantararh trayodaddnyonyabbiva iti sam übálambenarüpaike- 
praaiddhi-saribhaveoa vyatirekanirüpapach sarhblipvati. 
N. Mr. P., p. 24. 





(c) Ekaikanyonyübhàvaeya na  sàdhyatàv: 
е wasya | ууйғјув- 
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Now the Mádhvites contend that such a position may refute 
the charge of sadhyaprasiddhi but one of 
parts of the major being already admitted 
in the explanatory example, e. g., “oyster-silver, 
the Advaita position can in no way avoid the 
charge of aynéatah-siddha-sadhanata or proving 
what is partly proved.” 
The third interpretation of falsity in which the two in- 
dependent negations of existence and non-existence, as they 
чуми» еш. Are understood in the second interpretation, 
Шы hia e are combined in a single notion of two com- 
ponent parts, one being the qualifying epithet, 
and the other a noun qualified. The absolute negation of ex- 
tence and of non-existence related as noun and adjective would 
not give the Advaitins any relief for all the shortcomings, 
mainly based on the two negative marks, viz., (1) oyaghata or 
contradiction, (2) arthantaram or shifting of topic and (3) sadhya- 
vaikalya or inadequacy of instance pointed out in the second inter- 
pretation, may be shown to have crept in the third one as well. 
ОГ the two other fallacies, viz., (1) sadhyaprasiddhi or impro- 
bability of the major and (2) améatah-siddha-sadhanala or 
proving what has been partly proved, the charge of siddha- 
sadhanata does not lie in this interpretation; for a major thus 
characterised has nowhere been partially known. The question 
of amsatah-siddha-sadhanata occurs in cases in which the distinc- 
tive marks of the major (sadhyatavacchedakadharma) are not one 
y marks of the major, some already 
exist where they are ‘In the second explanation of 
falsity, the major was і 
4 рде them, viz., 
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preadmitted in the oyster-silver, thus the charge of arnéatah- 
siddha sddhanata has been urged in the second exposition. In 
the third опе, the combined notion (visista-buddhi) has been 
taken as the major and the distinctive feature of the major 
(sadhyalavacchedakadharma) is a unique one comprising the 
two constituents in a single determinate notion. It isa third 
notion distinct from the two and relating the two as а 
limiting adjunct and the noun qualified, in other words 
the distinctive mark of the major is not identical with 
the characteristics of the determinate factor and that of 
the noun (vi#esasatavacchedaka and viéesyatdvacchedaka). 
Visista-buddhi or determinate notion is one distinctive judgment 
which unites the two or more independent notions in one single 
whole and originates as a third apprehension springing out of 
individual notions which united in one whole. And this 
wholeness being the distinctive feature of the major the 
major in its entirety is nowhere established and thus the 
charge of aréatah-siddha-sadhanatà cannot be urged in the third 
exposition." 
‘When this wholeness forms the characteristic of the major, 
a new defect creeps into the exposition. The combined concept, 
the distinctive feature of the major 
has, as we have already noticed, the two com- 
ponent parts related as noun an: 
ing adjuncts. Now to establish falsity of the phenomenal 
ippearanees, if the Advaita-teachers prove the absolute negation 
existence (sattvatyantabhava) їп the worldly existences against 
the Madbvites who advocate their reality, the ‘Advaita proposition 
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сап be affirmed and the portion which forms the limiting 
adjunct (pi£eganarhóa) of the entire judgment forming the major 
is quite enough to establish the Advaita tenet of falsity and the 
portion representing the main component (visesyaM@sa) appears 
to be redundant, for, the absolute negation of non-existence in 
the phenomenal existences is an admitted fact in the thesis of the 
Müdhvites. Thus the charge of cyartha-visesyata or superfluity 
of the subjective aspect of the major renders the interpretation 
faulty. 
‘Against this the Advaitins might argue that the charge of 
vyartha-vikesyata or redundancy of the substantive aspect of the 
major cannot be brought against the monistic thesis. For to 
establish the falsity of the phenomenal world which has been 
characterised by the Advaitins as neither being пог non-being, 
such a superfluity of the major is га ег helpful and intentional. 
The Advaita teachers, establishing such a redundant major in the 
minor, viz., in the phenomenal appearance, characterise it as false. 
in the sense of being indescribable mature, The worldly 
appearance is neither existence пог non-existence. It partakes 
of the character of both being and non-being. It is neither 
ultimately real as it bas got no permanent substratum of its own 
nor does it share in the nature of sky-flower, hare's horn, ètc., 
i they are absolute nought. The world appearance takes a 
middle course between the two extremes. We do not and 
cannot know its nature. It is inconceivable and inexplicable. | 
To attribute falsity in this peculiar sense, the Advaitins deem 
- such xsuperfiuity as an absolutely necessary part of the major 
. amd the charge of redundancy in the monistic proposition is — 
| beside the point. ё 
.. Even granting for the sake of argument that the charge of — 
the substantive portion of tbe major (ryartha- 
be met in the above way, the Madhvites. р 
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syllogism. It might be contended that though such a deter- 
minate major can no where be established, the different parts 
of it might be proved separately. Thus the existent proves 
the negation of non-existent and the non-existent proves the 
negation of existent. But such proof by parts cannot establish 
the totality (samudayasiddhi) which is the essence of the 
given major. Moreover any such attempt to prove the total 
major by part would banish the fallacy of sadhyaprasiddhi from 
the science of reasoning. In the universally accepted instance 
of sddhyaprasiddhi, viz., the ‘earth is scratched by the hare's 
horn because it is carth," * the hare's horn being an impossibility, 
the syllogism suffers from the fallacy of ‘unknown predication. 
‘The real absurdity of the proposition lies in the fact that there 
no inherent relation between the bare and the horn. And it ix 
ho answer to the fallacy to say that the two terms ‘hare’ and 

' horn’ can be taken separately as real entities. Since such 
separation of elements of the complex major is against the real 
essence of the argument, the two parts are to be taken as 
a collective notion and the charge of sadhyaprasiddhi will apply 
whenever there is any such disjunction of parts. 

‘To refute the charge put forward by Vyasaraja against the 
expression of Padmap&da, Madhusüdana Sarasvati contends that 
the objections are not to the point. ‘The charge of contradiction 
or vyäghāta as pointed out by Vyasaraja in the second interpreta- 

‘the charge ы Поп, Madbusüdana observes, cannot stand, 
ijs een The real essence of Vyhwarija's charge of 
contradiction lies in the faet that of two 
absolute negations of diverse character, viz., the absolute negation 
of existence and of non-existence when one is negated, the other 
is invariably posited and vice versa; but the two cannot reside in - 
a single substrate. Against this, Madhusüdana argues that © 
‘Vyasaraja’s charge is mainly based оп what the two terms sattva 


"възр date viglooliebita bhütvät. 
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to be taken in the sense that (1) one is the absolute nega tion of 
the other (paraspara-viraharapatay3), or that (2) one invariably 
and universally pervades the absolute negation of the other 
(paraspara-virahavyápakataya), or that (3) the absolute negation 
of one is to be pervaded by the other (paraspara-viraha-cyapyataya). 
These are the three possible interpretations which might 
bring about the charge of contradiction in the Advaita- 
position. To explain the position further: if existence be taken 
in the sense of the absolute negation of non-existence and non- 
existence as that of existence, they cannot reside in the same 
substrate ; if again they are located in the same substratum, they 
are not of the said nature. Tf the negation of existence (asattva) 
be characterised to be located in the substrate of the absolute negn- 
tion of existence, asatfez cannot be defined as the absolute nega- 
ion of existence. In other words, if the negation of non-exist- * 
ence exists in the substrate of that of existence, the two concepts 
sattva and asattea cannot be characterised as mutual absolute 
negation. For example, the negation of existence (sattnd-bhava) 
exists in the substrate of the negation of existence, thus existence 
cannot be characterised as the negation of existence. Similarly, 
if the negation of existence exists in the substrate of that of non- 
existence, non-existence and existence cannot be defined as 
mutual absolute negation.* 
‘Again, if asativa, negation of existence, is to be located in 
tion of the the substrate of that of existence, авага 
СОМОН" cannot invariably and universally pervade the 
negation of existence. As for example, sattva or existence, which 
can be negated in the substrate of the negation of existence, 
cannot pervade the negation of existence, so is non-existence. 
On the other hand, if sattva or existence is to be located in the 
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same location with the negation of non-existence, sattva cannot 
pervade the negation of non-existence.* 

If алата resides in the substrate of the negation of existence, 
the negation of existence is not to be pervaded 
by asattea and vice versa? АШ these contra- 

reasonings definitely prove that sattva and asattea cannot reside 
in the same substrate and this invalidates the Advaita-proposition 
which characterises the worldly existence with the dual negation 
of both existence and non-existence. Here lies the real logic of 
contradiction (vyaghata) pointed out by Vyäsarāja. 

In repudiating Vyîsarûja's charge of contradiction Madhu- 
südana contends that none of three interpretations of the concepts 
sattva and asattoa is free from defects. That sattva and asattva 
are to be taken as mutual absolute negation (paraspara-viraha- 

= rapa) із а position advocated by the Madbvites but thoroughly 
discarded by the Sarbkarites. The Advaitins explain the criterion 
of sattva as free from contradiction of all times (trikdla- 
Моше explana; bädhyatvam) and asattoa as what does never 
EAM TU XU M form the object of cognition as reality in 
any substrate) ‘The sky-flower, hare's horn, ete., which have 
no objectivity at all, are never cognised as real in any substratum ; 
they are therefore styled as * ава!” or unreal. Phenonmenal 
appearances, which satisfy tbe demand of our pragmatic life, 
have objectivity of their own and ure apprebended as real. They, 
therefore, cannot be classed with the nonest sky-flower, bare's 
horn, ete. "The pot, carrying water, occupying a particular space- 
Position, is cognised as real and cannot be charged with unreality 
аз explained by the monistic teachers. All phenomenal objects 
which serve the pragmatic affairs of life, cannot be defined as 
absolute nought ; nor can they be explained as real in the abso- 
lute sense of the term. They, therefore, do not come under 
the category of either- is '* or “is not ' and their nature is 














а Thid, p.51. з Ibid, p. 51. 
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different from both. ‘The world-appearance has got ап empirical 
existence of its own. Asit is not existence in the pure and 
absolute sense of the term, it is also not false in the sense of 
non-existence which is the characteristic of sky-flower, hare's 
horn, ete. The world appearance is thus styled sadasadanadhi- 
karaya by Padmapáda, and the Madhva charge of contradiction 
(eyaghata) is beside the point. 

Tt is now seen from the previous discussion that the 
Cowan can. — Müdhvites" charge of contradiction cannot stand 
not stand inthe sense in the sense that saltoa and asaltoa are the two 
at one pervades the и н 
Amolsie eim s contradictory terms and one is the absolute 

; negation of the other (parasparaviraharapa). 
Now if the two concepts, existence and non-existence, be explained 
in the sense that one invariably pervades the absolute negation 
of the other (paraspara-virahacyapaka), the opponents’ charge + 
seems to be an absurdity." Of the two phenomena so connected, 
‘one is called the eyapya or gamaka (the sign, mark or indicator) 
and the other eyapaka or gamya (the thing signified, marked 
or indicated). In the relation of fire and smoke, for example, 
smoke is the гуйруа or gamaka (sign or mark); and fire, the 
оуарака or gamya (the thing signified or marked), Now the 
relation of vydpti between A and B may be either unequal or 
equipollent (visamavyapti or samaryápti). When A is the 
sign of B, but B is not the sign of A, the vyāpti is one-sided 
or unequal and here a суар is said to exist between A 
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This being the essence of суйруа-гуйраһа-Ьйта or the relation 
of the sign and the thing signified, the two concepts axattea 
and sattva which are thus related through their negation 
would be explained as wherever the vyäpya, í.c., the negation of 
existence—sattrabhdca, the mark, the sign—exists, the ryapaka, 
i.e. asattoa also exists. In other words, wherever the rydpaka, 
€.g-, asattva is absent, the ryápya or the negation of existence is 
also absent. And again wherever the суйруа, i.e., the negation 
of non-existence (asattodbhdva) exists, ва іса, the vyapaka also 
exists; and wherever the eyapaka, i. 
negation of non-existence, the суйруа also does not exist. This 
is the position which has been advocated by the Madhvites, but 
thoroughly discarded by the Advaitins, If the rydpi 
the negation of existence or that of non-existence 
"s the case may be exists in the absence of the 
wyüpaka, viz. (asattea or sattva) the unbroken uniformity 
(avyabhicaritoa) which is the criterion of the vydpya falla 
through and the ascertainment of a mutual relation between the 
two phenomena of the invariable, unconditional concomitance 
(cyapti-nir@pakatea) which is the true characteristic of the 
буйрайа or the ubiquitous also falls to the ground. "The judg- 
ment where there is a бге, there is smoke (damaran vahneh) 
is fallacious because the said relation of the vydpya and vyd- 
paka or the mark or sign and the thing signified, does not exist 
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again where asatteabhava exists, sattoa exists. Madbusūdana, 
standing against the so-called relation of invariable concomi- 
tance between sattoābhāva and asattea, contends that such a 
relation is faulty. Because in the case of oyster-silver super- 
imposition, sattoabhdva exists in its absolute sense or in the 
sense in which sattva has been defined by the Advaitins, аза оа 
also does not exist in its extreme sense or in the sense in which 
it is read in the sky-flower and such other absolutely non-exist- 
ents. For asaltoa has been defined by the Advaitins as what 
does never form the object of cognition as reality in any sub- 
strate. And in this sense it cannot be urged in the oyster- 
silver superimposition which by its false appearance, occupies 
the middle position between reality and non-reality in their 
extreme sense. Again asal(eabhdva exists in the oyster-silver, 
but sattva does not exist. Madhusüdana's definition of sattva 
and asattea, as we bave studied before, clearly implies that 
sattvābhäva can exist even in the absence of asattoa and asattod- 
bhäva in the absence of sattva. Now the said relation of niyata- 
sühacarya or unbroken uniformity which depends on the ascer- 
tainment of an invariable, and unconditional concomitance 
between sattoabhdva and asativa and again asatteabhava and 
sattva totally falls to tbe ground. And the charge of contradic- 
tion on the basis of a relation of the sign (суйруа) and the thing 
signified (vydpaka), stands only on the Madhvites' utter ignor- 
ance of the Advaita-position. 

"The charge of contradiction cannot at all arise in the third 











alternative in which sativa and asattoa have 
marii the diri been explained as the судруа or the sign or 
T ad mark of their mutual absolute пера 
satteabhûva and asattvàbhüea are taken as 
sation ара аана, as oyāpya or gamaka. And 
sattva aud азага or 
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this syllogistic argument, it does not logically follow that the 
eydpaka-sattoabhdva and asattedbhava cannot exist without the 
vyāpya-asattvsa and salva. Such a syllogism only proves that 
wherever asattva is, satteabhava is. Satteabhaca and asattvā- 
bhava being гуйраКа or more extensive than their vyäpya-asattva 
and sattva respectively, can exist in a third entity where the 
vydpya-asattva and sattva do not exist. An example will make 
it clear : in the proposition ‘wherever cowhood exists, the nega- 
tion of horsehood exists (asattrdbhdcavdn gotvat); and again 
horachood implies the negation of cowhood (golrabhacavan 
aSeatvat). In other words, wherever the negation of horsehood 
is absent, cowhood is also absent; and again when the negation 
of cowhood ix absent, horsehood is also absent. Thus, cowhood 
and borsehood are styled (parasparavirahavyapya). But nega- 
tion of cowhood and horsehood (goteabhava and afvatodbliava) 
which are vydpaka, ubiquitous or more extensive than their 
туйруа or gamaka, horsehood and cowhood respectively, 
may be found in а camel? And such an apprehension of the 
negation of cowhood and  horsebood in а camel does 
not stand against the unbroken uniformity (niyatasüha- 
сатуа) or the relation of the sign and the thing signified 
(vyapyavyapakabhdca) between the cowhood (i.e, eydpya) and 
the negation of horsehood (vyäpaka) and horsehood and negation 
of cowhood. Now, though sattva and asattea are characterised 
` as paraspara-virahavyapya or in other words, wherever sattva and 
-asattoa exist, asatteabhava and sattodbhava exist, tbe dual nega- 
tion of sattea and азайа can be apprebended in a third pheno- 

n The oyster-silver is neither sat nor 
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In the interpretation under consideration, the charge of con- 
tradietion advanced by the Madhvites appears to be a logical 
absurdity because the dual negations of the two entities which 
are styled as parasparaviraharyápya can be logically established 
in a third entity and thus there arises no room for contradiction. 
‘The real implication of the Madhvites’ charge of contradiction 
lies in the fact that if the negation of the two phenomena 
ean be found in а third phenomenon, the two phenomena 

. Gannot be characterised as parasparavirahavyapya. vis not 

substantially proved that the cydpaka phenomenon being 

more extensive in its character does exist even in the 
absence of the vyapya phenomenon and the presence of the 
wyäpaka in the absence of the vyðpya does not stand against the 

Principle of logic and reason. What is needed in the invariable 

co-existence of the vydpya and the vyāpaka is that in the presence 

of the eyapya, the existence of the vyapaka is an absolute neces- 
sity but not vice versa. Tbe said invariable co-existence or con- 
comitance of asattoa (the суйруа) and the absolute negation of 
sattva (the vyapaka) can be found in sky-flower, hare’s horn, eto., 
and again in the highest reality, the co-presence of sattva (the 
vyäpya) and the negation of -asattra (the nyapaka) can be appre- 
bended; and thus the demanded relation of oyāpya and cyāpaka 
or the sign and the thing signified might be proved. And again | 
the dual negation of satfea and азак са which were the vyapaka — 

ı phenomena in the said суар!ї can be, the Advaitins argue, ob- — 
yw the proposition or - 

phenomena, the abso- 
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or indicative mark of their mutual negation * becomes absolutely 
fallacious. More clearly the Madhya doctrine that if the nega- 
tion of non-existence (asaiteabhava) co-exists with the negation 
of existence in a particular location (e.g., oyster-silver, ete.), non- 
existence (asattva) would not be vyápya or the invariable, uncon- 
ditional mark or the sign of the negation of sattva (satteabhaca), 
altogether fails being contrary to all logie and reason. 
"The charge of sddhya-oaikalya or inadequacy of the given 
explanatory example, which has been urged by the Madhvites on 
eange ot va, е ground that of the dual character of the 
a seii “asi absolute negation of existence and that of non- 
existence, the negation of non-existence cannot 
be admitted in the oyster-silver and other explanatory instances 
аз in these cases non-existence is always present, and thus the 
рагі of the major being negated in the explanatory example, the 
example itself suffers from the fallacy of sadhya-vaikalya. Against 
this Madhusüdana contends that the charge stands on the Mādh- 
vites’ misapprehension of the Advaita position as regards the 
connotation of sattva and asatiea. The Advai 
d asaltoa, as we have 



















the Madhvites ; they explain sativa as absolute truth not to be. 
contradicted in all times and аласа as ‘what does never form 
the object of cognition as reality in any substrate. The oyster- 
silver, the given explanatory example appears as something 
existent and at the вате time “is negated at the dawn of know- 
ledge of oyster itself. Hence the oyster-silver can be character- 
‘ised neither as real nor as non-real in the absolute sense of the 

га middle position, it can be marked out 


terms, but occupying. 
by the dual negation, viz., the negation of existence and that of 
энип 
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As regards the opponent's charge of arthantaram or shifting 
of topic which had been turned against the Advaita position in 
а two-fold manner, namely Brahman which 
is devoid of all attributes can be marked out 
by the absence of existence and non-existence— 
the criterion of falsity—and thus Brabman itself 
—hecomes false. ‘Then again if Brahman thus characterised be. 
taken as absolutely real, the creative order which, on the Advaitin’ 
own admission, is determined by the absence of both of po: 
and neg: n of existence should also be taken as real in the abso- 
lute sense of the term. In other words the definition by denying 
io the world order both position and negation so much 
widens its bound as to obliterate the line of demarcation between 
Brabman and the phenomenal appearances and in defining the 
world order the Advaitins have defined the absoluto. To meet 
the charge the Advaitins argue that Brahman which is pure 
Being-Bliss-Consciousness in the Advaita-Vedanta is рага in 
itself. It is as the Sruti says, an a-logical Being neither cause 
nor effect, neither substance nor attribute, neither subject nor 
object. It lies at the back of this cosmic 
merai Ше" existence. Tt is the substrate of all substrates 
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the Brabman itself. Against this Madbusüdapa argues that the 
menat Creative order has got an existence whic) 
wey only empirically valid. Brahman which ів 
absolute existence expresses itself in and through 
the concrete manifolds, which, therefore, partially share in the 
quality of existence. The * isness’ reflected їп the world order is 
to be referred to Brahman which forms its ultimate substratum. 
It is due to the apparent identity with the permanent substratum 
Brahman that the worldly appearances are cognised ns true. Tt 
is rather unnecessary and superfluous to introduce a plurality of 
existences as the whole order of universe may be explained by 
being referred to one transcendental reality which runs through 
all diversity.’ i the real position of the Advaita- 
Vedanta. The realistic schools of Vedinta which advocate 
the world order as true, standing against the standpoint 
of the Advai may argue that the judgment constructions 
* the pot is real,” etc., on the basis of perceptual proof, demand 
reality of the phenomenal appearances. The Advaitins, who 
hold the worldly existences as only empirically valid, contend 
thut the so-called reality implied in the given judgment may be 
explained as due to its apparent identity with the Absolute Being 
ав а result of superimposition. The perception of reality in the 
pragmatic appearances is not a valid perception. It is a mal- 
Observation to be negated by the inference under discussion 
which establishes the falsity of the world order. Again the 
reality of existences which may be established on the basis of 
луун Жарда tal as the perception itself is only 
empirically valid. Brahman is the only absolute reality as 
rui texts and it is that Absolute. Being which 
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adjunct (visegaa). То admit plurality of existences, in rendering 
a rational explanation of the so-called reality reflected in the parti- 
cular experiences is unphilosophical or unscientific because such 
an admission, the Advaitins argue, cannot give any consistent 
(anugata) exposition of reality. For on such a supposition 
the nature of reality and its cognition must vary according 
to the varied nature of existences and one has to admit a 
plurality of existences and their different forms of apprehension 
which would render the process of apprehending truth 
rather cumbrous.’ The bone of contention lies in the fact that 
the Madbvites and other theistic Vedintists following the path 
of the Naiyayikos advocate the absolute reality of the cosmic 
order which has been denied by the Advaita teachers. But no 
philosopher can deny the experience of the ‘pot’ which satisfies 
the demand of practical life, as real. ‘The reality of the pot 
carrying water is experienced in every-day life, Now the ques 
tion ix how to explain the reality of the worldly appearances ? Is 
it empiric or absolute ? The Advaitins hold the former view 
_ while the realistic schools advocate the absolute reality of the 
world order. Madhusüdana in repudiating the opponents’ charge 
of arthüntaram. or shifting of topic fully explains his own posi- 
tion and observes that the position beld by the Madhvites is not 
free from defect. 
"The Màdhva contention that the worldly appearances are as 

3 real as Brahman itself,” is unsatisfactory. The 
JEH inert world which is subject to the antecedent 
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consciousness which is directly contradictory to inertness, the 
essential nature of the ever-changing world. Thus the Madhva- 
proposition which makes the world order as real as Brahman seems 
to be an absurdity. And to admit such an absolute reality which $ 
is diametrically opposed to inertness (jadatva) is only to attribute 
falsity to the world order as is evident in the cognition of silver 
in the oyster. Im the oyster-silver cognition, silver is false 
because being or reality of oyster is totally contradictory to that 
of silver and the notion of silver is false as it has been charac- 
terised by the existence not of its own but of its locus-oyster.* 
Oyster and silver are endowed with different grades of realities 
and it is due to the obliteration of distinction between the empiri 
and imaginary existences that silver is wrongly. apprebended. 
Now the Mádhvites advocating the absolute reality of the world 
order in the sense of Brahman ignore the obvious distinction of 
the absolute and pragmatic realities and such an attribution of 
absolute reality to the empirical appearance rather lends 10 its 
falsity, Reality or existence is thus to be construed in. the sense 
that ‘ What does never form the counterpart of negation of all 
times and space, In this sense reality is ascribable to Brabuwan 
and not to the concrete manifold. 

The phenomenal appearances should not be regarded ав 
endowed with independent reality like Brahman ; they appear as 
real because they are kindled with the Highest Reality, "They 
are the seeming expression of reality and not real existence. 
` Surestarücàrya. thus rightly observes that “ the world has come 
. outof Sat, loses itself in Sat, so the entire world is real, but 
E eae asa aio "To advocate absolute reality of 
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Thus the Madhva charge of shifting of topic or arthantaram 
does not stand. 

"The Advaita-syllogism which predicates the dual character of 
absolute negation of existence and non-existence 
of the world order cannot escape the charge of 
amgatahsiddhasddhanata ; for the Madhvites, 
advocating the absolute reality of the phenomenal 
appearance admit the negation of non-existence—a part of the 

major—in the world order. Against this the Advaitins argue that 
the charge of siddhasadhanata can only be brought against the 
syllogism in which the major with all its characteristics (sadhya- 
tavacchedakadharma) is proved of the minor with all the special 
characteristics or distinctive features of its own (paksatavacche- 
dakadharma) and not in the given minor alone, The real essence 
of the argument lies in the fact that in order to establish 
the major in the minor which is the result of an infere 
reasoning the major with all its distinguishing marks should 
be proved of the minor, determined by all its own particular 
inherent characteristics and. not merely by the special 
sign or mark which serves the function of the middle in the 
syllogism. For otherwise all valid syllogisms would suffer from 
the fallacy of Siddhasadhanata or establishing what has already 
been established. When we infer fire in а hill from the propo- 
sition ‘the hill is fiery’ because it is smoky, vydpti or invariable, 
unconditional concomitance, between fire and smoke, helps us to 
the conclusion that the hill ison fire, because the agreement 
in absence (vyatireka) between Bre and smoke with the non- 
observation of the contrary (vyabhicaradaréana) is the foundation 
of our knowledge of vyapti between fire and smoke. Now from 
such an observation, fire is inferred in the hill because the bill 
was found to be smoky. «The presence of the middle (smoke) 
in the minor (hill) is also a necessary factor of the inference. 
‘he moment we perceive smoke in it we infer that it bas fire 
` also. But the question arises, is the fire inferred in the bill as. 
ЫШ with all its hill aspects or as the repository of smoke 
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the middle or hetu or means of proof ? If we accept the latter 
view this syllogism also suffers from the fallacy of siddhasadhanata 
because, as evident from the universal concomitance between 
fire and smoke, fire the major is an universally admitted fact in 
the smoky things and in this respect it is already proved in the 
smoky hill. ‘The real significance of the syllogism is to prove 
fire in the hill as bill and not as something smoky. Pakşa or 
the minor has been defined as the subject in which the major 
is doubted. The hill which is perceived to be smoky, with its 
hill aspects serves the function of the minor or Рафа where fire, 
the major is doubted. And the syllogistic reasoning proves fire 
in all smoky hills with their hill aspects in which the ascertain- 
ment of fire cannot be made with the help of perception or 
observation, Any hill is not minor, hills endowed with smoke 
are styled minor or pakşa of the syllogism. Smoke is the sign or 
the ground of inference and it is with this ground that fire is 
proved in the yonder hill as well as in all other hills characterised 
by their distinctive features, hillness (parvatatoa). The universal 
conclusion of the syllogistic reasoning which might be drawn 
from the proof of fire in the hill as hill could not be deduced 
from the inference of fire in the yonder hill as something 
smoky (with all its distinctive marks being hidden). Such 
an inference could no doubt prove the major in the minor marked 
out only by the presence of the middle and not by its own dis- 
tinctive features. Again the proof of the major also means 
presence of the major with all its distinctive marks. Thus the 
charge of siddhasadhanata occurs only in cases in which the 
major with all its distinctive features is pre-established in the 
minor endowed with all its characteristic marks. In such cases 
inference or syllogistic reasoning proves only what is already 
This fact has been implied by Madhustdana by 
-sādhanatā 
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In order to repudiate the charge of the Madhvites Madbu- 
südana argues that to establish what has already been established 
is, no doubt, a serious type of error in the domain of logic and 
reason and it stands against all syllogistic arguments and invali 
dates the inferences, The previous proof, as a logical error, stands 
only in these cases in which the syllogisms do not give any new 
idea and prove the major in the same light in which it has been 
proved, But when inferences add novel features in the major in 
which it has not been proved, the charge of siddhasadhanata totally 
falls to the ground. In the Advaita syllogism under discussion, the 
major, the dual negation of existence and non-existence forms one 
unique determinate cognition (rifistabuddhi) combining two in 
one single notion, Duality itself constitutes the determining mark 
of the major and not the two singularities forming the duality. 
And the Advaita inference proves this duality of negation which 
constitutes one unity in the given r. Such is the essence or 
intention of the monistic proposition which cannot be served by 
the previous proof of a particular part (¢.g., the negation of the 
non-existence) or parts constituting the duality and such a partial 
proof cannot stand against the intended inference of the Advaita 
‘Vedanta. The two parts of the dual major form one indivisible 
determinate term giving rise to a unique conception, distinct from 
the component notions and the presence of one of the parte of this 
unique major in the minor cannot be said to involve the fallacy 
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of siddhasādhanatā. Tt is sheer folly to bring forth the charge of 
siddhasadhanata when the syllogism unfolds new truth or estab- 
lishes the major in the sense in which it has not been previously 
seen. In order to strengthen his own position Madhusüdana points 
out the well-known Mimärhsā syllogism in which to explain away 
the charge of siddhasadhanata, the same truth bas been advocated 
by the Mimitthsists against the Naiyayikas, the masters of logic. 

The Mimathsa syllogism ' implies that Uhedabheda or differ- 
ence and sameness is the relation between the property (guna), 
action or motion (Kriya) and generality, ete., and their respective 

seats. То establish the theory of bhedabheda 
Miata ga." Mimarhsists advance samdnadhikytatea аз 

the middle or hetu of their syllogism. But 
as the expression samdnddhikrtatoa admits of different inter- 
pretations the question arises, what is its proper connotation 
here? It cannot mean the notion deduced from the words or 
terms bearing the same case endings (ckavibhaktyanta-pada- 
vücyalvam). For in that case the middle becomes too 
because. the two terms pot and pitcher (ghofaÀ and kalasaj) 
with the first case-ending may be characterised by the middle 
but the said major, e.g., difference and sameness is wanting. 

Tt also does not mean the capability of usage as noun and 
its qualifying epithet (videsya-viéesanabhavena vyavahriyama- 
natvam); for here again the middle becomes too wide as is 
evident from the judgment ‘the pot is on the earth ' in which 
the earth and the pot are related as noun and its limiting adjunct 
but the major is inapplicable. ‘The real essence of the middle, 
according to the view-point of the Mimirhsakas, is the capacity 
of being apprehended as noun of a determinate cognition in 
which the subject and the predicate are related in an identical 
оғ appositional relation (abhedasamsargaka-dhivisesyatoa-yogya- 
toam), 'Dhi' or the determinate cognition introduced in the 

4 [коо ot ња ше miri ben valid ‘one, for otherwise the 
esie. 
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middle becomes too wide in the case of oyster-silver super- 
imposition in which the oyster, the subject of the false notion, 
satisfies all the marks of the gronnd or means of proof. The 
middle thus explained, the Mimérhsakas argue, does not suffer 
from the fallacy of one kind or other. As regards vydpli or 
the invariable unconditional concomitance between the said 
middle (samanadhikrtattoa) and the major bhedabheda, or differ- 
ence and sameness it might be argued that if the said middle 
does not invariably and unconditionally exist in the said major it, 
may exist either in the case of extreme identity (atyant@ bhinna), 
e.g., the pot and the pitcher (ghafa and kalasah) or in the case 
of absolute difference, e.g., the pot and cloth (ghafak and раќа). 
But an examination shows that the said middle exists in neither 
but only in the case in which both bhedabheda difference and 
sameness, is found in apposition. ‘Thus the appositeness of the 
middle is wanting in either case of extreme identity or of differ- 
ence, and is to be found only in the case in which both difference 
and sameness can be simultaneously apprehended. ‘The given 
argument leads the Mimárnsists to infer the duality of difference 
and sameness (bhedabhedobhayatva) in the minor, e.g., the 
property, eto., with their respective seats. Similarly the Advaita- 
syllogism also proves the dual negation of existence and non- 
existence as one determinate cognition. If the phenomenal be 
real or sat, it cannot be called perceptible (drsya) for perceptibil- 
ity or dréyatoa does not invariably co-exist with reality, e.g., in 
the case of Brahman. Again if the pbenomenal appearance be 
жш "unreal or ‘asat,’ it cannot be characterised by the middle 
* perceptibility ' as the nonest hare's horn, eto., are not 

In other words if perceptibility exists even in the 4 
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duality itself forms the characteristic mark of 
(sadhyatavacchedaka dharma) as one determinate cogni 
The real purpose of the whole syllogistic argument is not to 
prove or establish the major as two distinct and separate parts 
forming an aggregate of independent judgments linked together 
by copulative conjunctions but as an aggregate in which the 
two component judgments form one unique duality as the 
characteristic mark which was not known before. So the oppo- 
nents’ charge of siddhasadhanata falls to the ground. The world 
order is proved as neither being nor non-being ; it is inexplicable 
or fal 

















1 At the outset, we saw that Madbusüdana began by taking three 
interpretations of falsity on the basis of exposition of the Райса- 

jon of non-existence characterised 

secondly, whether it is the dual negation of existence and 

ind thirdly, whether it is negation of non-existence character- 

isod by the nogation of existence. So far have been discussing the 
problem from the % of view of the first and second alternative inter- 
protations and we have seen how Madhosüdana successfully meets the 
charges levelled against him by the opponents, the Mādbvites and the 
Naiy&yias. With regard to tho third alternative it may be pointed out 
that it is not necessary to discuss it in detail as Madhusüdana has dealt 
with the second alternative as а special complex notion almost identical 
with tho third and all the arguments brought forward to establish the 
second alternative would apply mutatis mutandis to the third, The com- 
Tnentators have however tried to distinguish between the second and the 


third alternatives on certain grammatical reasons, but such distinction docs 
“not affect the real philosophical position underlying them. Thus the third 
alternative requires no separate interpretation. 
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CHAPTER VI 
Is FALSITY or THE PHENOMENAL APPEARANCE FALSE ? 


"In the previous chapter falsity of the phenomenal appear- 
ance has been logically defined and proved by the Advaiti 
Now Ууйвагаўа contends that if, for argument's sake, the falsity 
of the world order as advocated by the Advaitins be admitted, the 
Advaita position cannot escape logical errors. In order to point 
out the fallacious character of the Advaitins’ standpoint, Ууй- 
is the falsity itself, which has been attributed to the 
phenomenal world, true or false ? If the Advaitins accept the 
former view, in other words if falsity itself be taken as true, the 
monistic proposition totally fails, for there comes the question 
of duality or of two absolute realities, viz., Brahman itself and 
the falsity of the phenomenal appearances. So the position that 
Brahman alone is real and everything else is false, becomes un- 
tenable, Toexplain away the charge of duality it might be 
argued that the falsity of the phenomenal world as true or uncon- 
tradictable (abadhya) does not mean that it is an independent 


absolute reality apart Trom its substratum. It is Brahman 


the permanent substratum which negatively appears | 

‘phenomenal appearances and speaks for the truth or а 

же Н. ‘To explain further, that is false which is neg 
iversally in all times in its. substratum. | wists 
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‘The Madhvites question the position of the Sarkarites by 
arguing that if the universal negation of this worldly existence 
in Brahman be true the non-duality of the Advaita-Vedinta is 
denied ; for the universal negation comes in as existing negative- 
ly while Brahman remains a pure existence. Along with the 
existence of the latter there lies the existence of the former and 
the monistic premise that Brahman alone is real and all else is 
false, falls to the ground. 

In repudiating the charge of the Madhvites the Sarhkarites 
argue that negation has no independent existence apart from its 
locus, for example the earth itself is the negation of the pot. 
Hence the universal negation of the world order is Brahman, 
the locus consciousness itself. So the question of duality, i.e. 
the existence of Brahman along with the existence of the univ 
sal negation cannot arise at all. 

‘The Madbvites again contend that the given exposition of 
the Advaita-position which identifies falsity with Brahman it- 
self is unsatisfactory because the two, falsity and Brahman, 
widely differ in their character. Question of identity occurs in 
cases where there is no difference at all. Mithyätva or falsity, as 
its definition implies, has been datermined by time, space and 
other causal categories and thus cannot be identified with 
Aclogical Brahman which lies beyond all conditions and limita- 
tions. Falsity of the silver in the oyster-silver cognition is not 
cognised so long as the man is under delusion. He runs after 
yonder substrate only because he is unconscious of his own mis- 
take. But the fact is to be noted here that the substrate of a 
false notion, though its special features are hidden for the time 

being, is real and not to be doubted even at the time of mistake 
“and cannot remain unknown and unnoticed as locus, forin that 
‘case no false notion would arise. Thus the locus of a false cog- 
the object superimposed do not belong to the same 
are not of the same nature, Brahman in the 
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that the worldly appearances are apprehended as true. This 
permanent substratum being an ever certain factor, сап in no way 
be identified with falsity having uncertainty for its criterion. 
Secondly, in the case of identification, percoptibility, the 
middle term of the Advaita-syllogism,' suffers from а fallacy 





"in regard to the falsity itself. The question under discussion is 


whether the falsity of the phenomenal appearance is false or true ? 
If falsity be taken as identical with Brahman, the Madhvites 
contend, that ‘perceptibility," the middle term of the Advaitin: 
cannot exist in the major. In other words the middle failing 
10 prove the major becomes inconclusive or anaikantika.? 

‘The defects enumerated above will not allow falsity to be 
styled as true or uncontradictable (abadhya). Tt 
also cannot be taken as contradictable or false 
(badhya) for the following defects. If the 
Advaitins' inference, the Mádhvites argue, proves, as monistic 
principle demands, the falsity of the phenomenal world as false 
or contradictable, the syllogism suffers from the fallacy of siddh 
sādhanatā. "That falsity of tbe phenomenal world is false is a posi- 
tion which is advocated by the Midhvites. The Madhva-teachers 


скован be 
ie. 


hold that the phenomenal appearances are absolutely true. It is 
only due to ignorance tbat falsily has been attributed to them, 
And the falsely attributed falsity of the world order, is subject to. 
contradiction and thus cannot negate realities of the phenomenal 
appearances ; they are thus styled as real. The Advaitins, 
holding the falsity of the world order peace uo 
has already been established in Ше Madhva doctrine. 


ces against absolute monism. “* ‘The world is 


[не with ану which itself is false, аз for 
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of the self is an erroneous notion. And when this erroneous 
notion is apprehended the real nature of self is revealed. ‘The 
real essence of the argument lies in the fact that when falsity 
is perceived in a particular substance, such perception veils the 
inherent truth of the substance and when the falsity itself is 
cognised as erroneous the yeil of nescience which hides the 
underlying truth is lifted up and the substance is apprehended 
ав real, Thus in all cases in which the falsely attributed falsity 
itself is cognised as erroneous the notion of truth invarinbly 
becomes manifested. And the Advaitins, advocating the falsity 
of the world order as false, are bound to accept the reality of the 
phenomenal existences. 

But the validity of the Midhyn-inference might be ehalleng-^ 
ed by the Advaitins as the relation between the si 
(satyam) and the middle (mithyabhüta-mithyatmakated!) is not an. 
unconditional one. The concomitance or суйр!ї of the given 
syllogism has been rendered faulty by the upadhi or condition. 
"Take for example the upadhi or limitation of atmatva or selfhood. 
The determining condition, selfhood or àfmatea invariably 
accompanies the major as seen in regard to self but being absent 
in the minor—the phenomenal appearance, does not always accom- 
pany the middle or hefu which must be present in the minor. 
Upadhi or determining condition is * that which always accom- 
panies the major (sádhys) but does not always accompany 
the middle or hetu.’ “The upadhi is the ‘condition’ 
which must be supplied to restrict а general middle term. If the 

middle term as thus restricted is still found in the minor term, 
ә argument is valid, if not it fails. It does in the examples 
^ tain is smoky because it has fre" Cor it raison the 
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alid; for if the mountain has wet fuel as well as fire, of course 
it will have smoke.” 
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“© Tt would be correct to say that a vydpti exists between green- 
wood fire and smoke as well as between smoke and green-wood. 
fire. The question, therefore, is: what is the relation between 
fire and smoke ? The relation between fire and smoke is a condi- 
tional relation, i.e., on condition that fire is green-wood fire, it 
would be a sign of smoke. But a vyapti implies an unconditional 
invariable concomitance, and the relation between fire and smoke 
is not therefore a vyāpti (natural unconditional concomitance), 
for fire requires a ‘condition,’ upádhi, viz., green wood, to be 
followed by smoke. Smoke on the other hand, requires no 
‘condition’ to indicate fire. For the purposes of inference, 
therefore, relation between phenomena may be considered as of 
two kinds : (1) contingent or conditional relation holding good on 
the fulfilment of a certain condition or upadhi and (2) vydpti or 
unconditional invariable relation between a mark and that which 
it marks, a relation without any upadhi or determining condition 
(upadhividhurad sarbandhak). It is the latter kind of relation 
that serves as the ground of inference." As unconditionality of 
the concomitance is essential to a vyāpti ‘ We have therefore to 
examine the case carefully to see if there is any determining 
condition {upadhi, i.e., some hidden or undetected but really 
operative or indispensable accompaniment) which conditions the 
relation between the supposed sign or mark (gamaka) and the 
supposed signate (thing signified gamya)." Upadhi or condition, 
as we have already seen, is a circumstance which always accom- 
panies and is always accompanied by the supposed signate (the 
‘thing signified, gamya), but does not invariably accompany the 
supposed sign or mark (gamaka). If, therefore, in the set of 
positive instances where both the sign and the signate are present, 
nothing’ else is constantly present, there can be no ‘ upadhi.” 
Ог again, if in the set of negative instances where both the 

sign and the signate are absent, no other material circumstances 
is constantly absent there is no *upüdhi.' This follows from 
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the very definition of an upadhi It is impracticable to fulfil 
those requirements rigorously, till every one of the accompany- 
ing circumstances (of course, of likely ones) may be taken sue- 
cessively and it may be shown that the concomitance continue 
even when the suspected upadhi (éakitopüdhi) is absent, and 
therefore it cannot be the upddhi. And this is to be fortified by 
the observation of uniform uninterrupted agreement in absence 
(eyatireka) between the two concomitant phenomena. In this 
way, when we have disproved all suspected wupádhis we conclude 
by establishing the vyapti. —'' This is the real essence of upadhi 
in thescience of Indian Logic. Upadhi or condition points out the 
fallacy of the middle term and thus undermines the very ground 
of inference.” It isin order to prove the fault of generality 
in a middle term that the ' condition has to be employed.’ «АП 
true conditions reside in the same subjects with their major terms 
and their subjects being thus common, the (erring) middle term 
will be equally too general in regard to the condition and the 
major term. '' The meaning of this is that it is in consequence of 
the middle term being found too general in regard to the condi 
tion, that we infer that too general in regard to the major 
term; and hence the use of having a condition at all Thus 
where the condition invariably accompanies an unlimited major 
term, we infer that the middle term is too general (Vyabhicari) 
in regard to the major term, from the very fact that it is too 
general in regard to thec ondition, as for example, in the in- 
tance ** The mountain has smoke because it has fire," where we 
fer that the ‘ fire ' is too general in regard to ‘ smoke,’ since it 
too general in regard to ‘wet fuel ;" for there is a rule that 
too general for that which invariably accompanies must 
^ Mis be too general for that which is invariably accompanied. 
j Bat where we take some fact or mark to determine definitely the 


















ajor term which the condition is invariably to accompany— 

itis з from nes iddle term's being found too general in re- 

зы possessing this fact or mark that 
term is equally too general in regard - 


214 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS 


tothe major term, Thus in the argument ““ В is dark because 
he is Mitra’s son" the middle term, ““ the fact of being Mitra 
son," is too general in regard to the sddhya ''dark colour 
because it is too general in regard to the upadhi, ‘ Feeding on 
vegetables '" as seen in the case of Mitrá's second son.' Having 
followed this logic the Advaitius on the basis of the condition or 
upadhi shown in the Mádhva-syllogism,* infer the variability or 
too general character of the middle term and thus destroy the 
very ground of the syllogistic reasoning. ‘The Advaita inference 
мем. Tuas as follows: Falsehood which itself is 
Te false is too general in regard to truth because 
it is too general in regard to selfhood or atma- 
la, the shown condition, which is equipollent with truth, ns for 
example, the oyster-ailver." 
Against this the Midhvites contend that the erroneous 
ог too general character of the middle of 
ptt Mildbr’ the Madbva-syllogism, as urged by tbe given 
inference is not to the point. In the Madhva 
inference falsity which itself is false (mithyabhata-mithyatmaka- 
tva) forms the middle and truth or satyatva as the major. The 
said middle and the major are related as invariable concomitance 
and hence it cannot be said that the middle exists even in the 
absence of the major. Now to prove the middle as too general 
оп the strength of condition or upadhi the disputant is to estab- 
lish the fact that the middle term or hetu does not always 
accompany the condition and hence must not also necessarily 
accompany the major or sádhya as the major and the condition 
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areequipollent and thus related as the mutual sign and е 
signate (vyāpya aud vyápaka). For what is absent in the oya päka 
must as а гше be absent in the vyāpya (the major). But if it 
is proved that the middle invariably co-exists with the condi 
or upadhi it must co-exist with the major or sàdhya which isthe 
sign or mark of the said condition. And the charge of too 
generality of the middle totally falls to the ground. In the syl- 
logism under discussion,’ the Midhvites argue, truth or safyatva 
is the major and selfhood or ĉtmatoa which pervades the major 
is the given condition. Examination shows that mith yabhata- 
mithyátmakatea the middle of the syllogism invariably exists in the 
selfhood or d&matea or the shown conditi 
&tmatva is endowed with the middle and it is for this reason that 
аіта or self forms the explanatory example of the Madbva syl- 
logism. From the given arguments it is definitely proved. that 
mithyabhita-mithyatmakatoa, the -said minor of the Advaitin's 
counter-inference cannot be marked off or characterised by the 
given middle dtmavyabhicdritoa. Or, in other words, the 
presence of the middle in the minor (hetoh paksadharmata), one 
ofthe most important conditions of the valid middle failing, the 
middle suffers from the fallacy of searüpásiddha or the unreal in 
itself? And on the strength of this fallacious reasoning or 
of the given condition, the Advaitins attempt to prove the too 
general character of the middle mithyabhata-mithyatmekatva in 
regard to truth, the major of the Madhva inference, is an 
absurdity. 

Now the reason, not existent in the subject, might lead 














The selfhood or, 
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satpratipaksanumana' and thus by advancing an argument 

‘The Mies. sa. Of an equal weight render the middle of the 
таранат `Майһуа-їшїегепсе inconclusive. “ The world is 
characterised by the negation of truth because it is determined by 
the negation of self, e.g., the oyster-silver or the self, which is 
not endowed with the negation of truth, is not endowed with the 
negation of selfhood."” 

Such a counter-balanced inference which takes its stand on 
the shown condition ог upadhi gives rise to doubt in the main 
inference and weakens the very foundation of the syllogi 
reasoning. In the case of counter-balanced arguments involving 
two inferences of equal weight fresh arguments in favour should 
be sought forto establish the main proposition. If there are 
arguments in favour which are wanting in the reason proving 
the contrary, satpratipaksa or the counter-balanced reason does 
not stand. In the Madhva proposition, there are arguments in 
favour (anukila tarka) helping the formation of суарі or in- 
variable concomitance but no reason can be advanced to lead to 

күт the counter-reason of the Advaitins. In the 
Тө Мама gue Madhva-inference the truth or uncontradicta- 
een. bility of the phenomenal appearance forms the 
major and mithyabhata-mithyatmakatea as the middle. Mithya- 
bhüta-mithyatmakatea connotes truth. Now the charge which 
the appositeness of the middle that the middle 

exists and the major does not exist, commits a flat contradiction. 
And such a contradiction (суйдћаѓа) helps the formation of nyapti 
between the said middle and the major in the Madhva-syllogism. 

But there are no such epe ҮСЕ 
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inference, the negation of the truth of the world has been inferred: 

оп the ground of the negation of selfhood 

(atmatoabhava). As there might be things 

other than the self which might be true, the 

оой does not always accompany the major, the 

; in otber words the given middle cannot be 

the nyapya or gamaka the sign, mark or indication of the said 

major, the eyapake gamya or the thing signified, Thus selfhood 

ог й!та!са cannot be the conditi the Mádhva-inference which 

urges the truth or absolute reality of the phenomenal world. For 

itis evident from the given counter-inference that the negative 

concomitance between truth or the major of the Midhva-syllogism 

and the shown condition or айтаѓра, does not stand to reason 

and the truth or selfhood thus cannot be called equipollent (tamar 

what constitutes the true criterion of upadhi or 

, as we have already noticed, a circumstance 

which always accompanies and is accompanied by the supposed 

ate or the thing signified. From this it follows that 

(a) where the major is, the condition is ; (b) where the condition 

the major exists; (с) when there is no condition, there is no 

(d) where there is no major, there is no condition. Now 

if ‘ruth or satyatea exists in the absence of selfhood or the 

negation of the said condition the relation of mutual sign and the 

signate (ryàpya and vyäpaka) as expressed in the given proposition 

fails and dtmatoa cannot be the true condition of the Madhya 
syllogism. 

(Ne such discovery of contradiction disproves the зерро. 

of middle of the Madhva inference and helps the formation 


For mithyabhüta-mithyütmakatoa (the middle 
proposition) and asatyatea, negation of truth or 
terms, when one is affirmed the 

ice versa and the two cannot reside in a 
charge | cannot be brought 

selfhood the middle 
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terms of the counter-balanced reason of the Advaitins) and truth 
ог satyatoa (the negation of the major) as there may be realities 
other than the self. Negation of selfhood does not therefore 
. mean negation of truth. And the two are not quite contradictory 
in their nature and there arises no possibility of contradiction. 
From the above discussion it has been proved 
that the charge of condition or upàdhi pointed 
out by the Advaitins falls to the ground. Now 
the Ad: ins launch a new attack against the 
ion by arguing that the middle term of the 
Madhya inference is too general, because the false oyster-silver, 
where even the notion of falsity is erroneous, might be charac- 
terised by the said middle but not by the said major and thus the 
middle becomes too general or sádhàrawa in its character. * 
To repudiate the Advaita charge of the extreme generality of 
the middle, the Madhvites argue that of the two 
МЫн celts contradictory concepts, if one is affirmed in a 
oaar * particular substrate, the other is denied and 
vice versa. But it should be noted here that 
the question of co-presence of the two contradictory notions in 
а particular substrate, namely mithyabhita-mithyatmakatea or 
truth and the negation of truth in the oyster-silver, creates a 
doubt as to the real nature of the substrate oyster-silver and lends 
us to the following deduction. The oyster-silver cannot be the 
substrate of falsehood, which is itself false, because it cannot be 
the receptacle of truth which contradicts falsity. What does not 
form the receptacle of notion directly contradictory to its. trothful 
existence cannot also form the receptacle of the falsity of the 
same notion contradicting its negation. As for example, the — 
‘cow cannot form the receptable of cowhood directly contradictory 
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to the valid notion of cowhood ; it also thus cannot form the 
receptacle of falsity of the notion of cowhood directly contra- 
dictory to the absolute negation of cowhood.' This syllogism 
definitely proves the fact that what does not form the receptacle 
(adhikarana) of truth which is directly contrary to falsehood 
(satyabhüta, mithyatoaviruddha-satyatoa) cannot be the substra- 
tum (adhikarana) of the falsity of falsehood (mithyabhita- 
mithyatoa); for truth and falsity are of the nature of mutual con- 
tradiction, The notion of truth of the oyster-silver is not correct 
but erroneous and hence the oyster-silver cannot be called true 
which is contradictory to falsehood, it therefore cannot 
be marked by mithyabhata-mithydtmakatva—the given major of 
the deduction. For wherever the суйруа, the sign or the 
mark is absent the vyapaka or ће signate must necessarily be 
absent, Mithyabhita-mithydtmakatoa being thus wanting in the 

Iver, the oyster-silver cannot be characterised by truth 
or what is quite contradictory to its own falsehood. And the 
charge of the too generality of the middle urged in the main 
syllogism of the Madhyites falls to the ground,” 

Tt might be contended against the Madhvites that as the 
oyster-silver cannot be characterised by satyabhita-satyatea or 
mithyatvaviruddhasatyatea, it cannot also be endowed with 
satyabhütamithyátea, falsehood which is held as true, as the 
oyster-silver—the dharmin, receptacle of all the marks is 
itself false. And the falsity of what itself is false must 
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necessarily be false and not true (salyabhata).* "To prove this 
the Advaitins advance the following syllogistic reasoning in their 
favour. Both satyatva and mithyatea, truth and falsehood, which 
might be attributed to the oyster-silver are false because they 
are the characteristics (dharmas) of a substance which itself is 
false like the being and non-being (astitva and ndstitva) of an 
elephant seen in а dream.” This inference establishes the falsity 
(mithyatea) of the falsehood residing in the nonest silver. The 
too general character of the middle in regard to the oyster-silver 
as urged by the Advaitins against the Madbvites remains still a 
formidable objection.’ к 
Against this the Madbvites contend that tbe given 
Advaita-syllogism (which establishes falsity of 
ams ы Mn the falsehood of the noncst silver) is counter- 
анлы adnia balanced (satpratipaksita) by the given Madhva~ 
syllogism which negates mithyabhitamithyatea 
of the oyster-silver.! The Madhva-syllogism is based on an nll- 
admitted universal law, namely of tbe two contradictory notions 
whon one is affirmed in а substrate, the other is denied and 
vice versa. "The inference being based on sound logic would 
invalidate the Advaita-proposition and the Advaitins, charge of 
the extreme generality of the middle in regard to the eur 
totally falls through, 
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Against the charge of the counter-balanced reason the 
ue ашыру, Advaitins argue that the disputant's objection 

is not to the point. The underlying principle 
upon which the opponents’ argument has been based should be 
applied in cases where both the characteristic and the substance 
thus characterised are marked by the same grade of reality 
(samanasattaka). Here the silver itself is nonest or false 
and bow can its falaity or mithydtoa be styled valid ? So the 
opponents’ inference proving the falsity of the nonest silver as 
true stands against all logic and reason. For in that case the 
dharma or characteri becomes more real than the substance 
characterised which is an absurdity. 

‘Again the given counterbalanced inference suffers from 
condition or upadhi, amithyatoa (negation of falsity) which exists 
in the cow, the explanatory instance of the counter-balanced 
reason, invariably accompanies the major and as it does not 
exist in the minor, eg., the false oyster-silver, it does not always 
accompany the middle or the vydpya or the sign or the mark 
‘which must be present in the minor. The «aid condition would 
deduce the too general character of the given middle in the sense 
that as the middle does not invariably accompany the given con- 
dition, it must not accompany the major, for the major and the 
condition are equipollent in their character. The middle thus 
‘not existing in the subject or the major, suffers from the falacy 
of the unreal in itself and, therefore, cannot afford the basis of 
any valid reasoning. The counter-balanced reason advanced 
by the Maádhvites is thus invalidated by the said condition and 
cannot stand against the Advaita-syllogism which establishes 

the. ERE лие of 
and the Advaitins’ dnd of 
the Mâdbva 
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Again the eyapti or the invariable concomitance on which 
the counter-balanced reason of the Madhvites has been, based, 
of the two contradictory notions when one is affirmed in a parti- 
cular substrate, the other is denied and vice versa, is not valid. 
And to prove the invalidity of the said oyapti the Advaitins 
contend that the barren women's son cannot called fair because 
the black colour bas been negated in him. In other words when 
blackness or syāmatva is negated in a barren woman's son, 
whiteness or gauratea is not affirmed by that negation on the 
ground that the said two marks blackhood and whiteness ate 
styled contradictory because they never co-exist (sahdnavastha- 
nalaksana-virodhah). In a barren woman's son both syamatva 
and gauratea or blackness and whiteness are called false because 
the barren woman's son itself is false." 

It might bere be argued in support of the said vyāpti or 
universal concomitance that the mutual contradiction or paras- 
paravirodha introduced in the vyapti does not mean the mere 
absence of co-presence (sahdnavasthdna) but it means, as 
evident from the explanatory instance, cowhood and the negation 
of cowhood (gotva and gotvabhava), that the two concepts are 
so related that the one involves the absolute negation of the 
other or parasparaviraha-vyapaka. —Virodha or contradiction 
explained in this sense cannot be applied to blackness and white- 
ness (fyamatva and gauratva) as these two marks are not contra- 
dictory and thus bas to be taken as parasparaviraha-vyapya and 
not as paraspara-viraha-vyapaka * or one is absolute negation of 


? du) Vide Nyāyāmșta, p. 43. 
Na bi satyabbitesye gauratvaviruddho-iyimatvasya. 
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the other. Thus the charge of variability against the said vydpti 
is not to the point. Such an answer also cannot establish the 
validity of the said vyapti, Both being and non-being, reality and 
unreality of the elephant seen in a dream, though they can be 
styled as paraspara-viraha- oyapaka or directly contradictory to each 
other, are false and bence the vyāpti fails in the case of the 
honest dream-clephant, Similarly it might not also be applied 
in the false oyster-silver and the so-called truth and falsity of 
the silver, though apparently contradictory is characterised ns 
false." 

The Müdhva vyüpti thus failing in the nonest things 
should be restricted to cases in which the substance or the seat 
of the contradictory characteristic is not false but pragmatically 
valid. This view questions, in regard to the oyster-silver and 
the dream-elephant, eto., the universal co-presence of mithyabhata- 
mithyatmakatea—the middle and the major of the Müdhva thesis 
as demanded by the said vyāptë and the Madbva logic, establishing 
the reality of the phenomenal world on the ground of its falsity 
being false, totally falls through. 

То explain away the charge (the too general character of 
the middle mith yabhata-mithyatmakatva in regard to truth) the 

wai MAdhvites contend that the Advaita inference * 

КО anis , 1 which bas been based on the argument that 
mum MU tthe characteristics of the nonest things must 
necesarily be nonest, is not convincing, for 

the nature of the characteristics does not always depend upon 


1 (o) Vide Nyayarmrte, p. 48. 
lüpyagate mithyAten-satyatve mitbya avidyaminn-dharmikatvi- 
dityanuminens ubbayorapi mithyatvavagamena mithysbbita-mithyatma- 
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the nature of the things characterised. We can independently 
understand the dharmas without understanding the dharm: 
For example, we may refer to the Advaitins’ concept of falsity- 
Falsity or mithyatva, according to the Advaitins’ own admission, 
has been defined as what forms the counterpart of the absolute 
negation ofall times in any accepted substratum; and it is 
mainly based on the dharmas independent of the dharmins. 
Falsity, when it arises, removes the so-called notion of trath or 
being residing so long in the false thing, it stands as directly con- 
tradictory to the preconceived notion of being or reality abiding 
in the so-called real things. For otherwise the Advaita-proposi- 
tion which proves the falsity of tbe phenomenal world suffers 
from the fallacy of siddhasddhanata or establishing what has 
already been established. From this it can be said that being 
or existence of the sign ог mark (dharmasatta) does not always 
depend upon being of the thing signified (dharmisatta). And 
such independent dharmas can be independently understood as 
true or real when their respective seats are apprehended as false. 
The fact might be proved from the false notion of the barren 
woman's вор. The barren woman's son, though nonest, i 
characterised ав the counterpart of an absolute negation and such 
a characteristic mark in the nonest barren woman's son is not 
nonest but a logically valid concept. Hence the proposition 
that the characteristic marks of nonest things are nonest, falls to 
the ground and the Advaita syllogism, urgi 


silver as erroneous on the ground of 
of silver itself * becomes invalid. In other words, the appositeness 
азаа 
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said proposition has been challenged in regard to the Advaitins’ 
concept of falsity as we have noticed before. 


Against this it might be argued that the shown inapposite- 
ness of the middle goes against the universally admitted maxim 
that the dharmas cannot exist in the non-existence of their 
dharmins. How can the dharmas stand without their respective 
seats (dharmyasattve dharmasativam) ? The disputant however 
may contend that the maxim is not universal. It is confined only 
to those cases in which the dharmas or the characteristics are 
dependent on and not independent of the dharmins, e.g., the colour, 
taste, ete, The sign falsity which has been defined as the 
counterpart of the absolute negation (atyantabhava pratiyogt) 

` does not depend upon the being or existence of its counterpart. 
For the nonest things, ¢,g., the barren woman's son, sky-flower, 
etc, may form the counterpart of the valid absolute negation, 
But the validity of concepts of colour, taste; smell, ete., of the atka 
ornonest things is an absurdity. Thus the dharmas are classified 
-into two groups? :—dependent upon their dharmins and * indepen- 
dent of their dharmins. The notion of taste, colour, etc., belongs 
to the former class while the notion of falsity to the latter. And 
the maxim (dharmyasattve dharmasattvam) is applicable to the 
former case and not to the latter. Because falsity ог mithyatva 
is, i „ nothing but the negation ог denial 
‘of truth or satyatva of the dharmin, which forms the counterpart 
ofthe negation. It thus in no way depends upon the being or 
-existence (satta) of its counterpart, rather it destroys the so-called 
validity of the counterpart. Itis the inherent nature of the 
absolute negation that it arises as a contradiction of the so-called 
ing or existence of its counterpart." Hence the appositeness 
раан) ef the middle (avidyamanadharmikatvat) ів 

“And the falsity of the notion of silver as false is 
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not proved, On the contrary, falsity of the silver is proved as valid. 
As а result the Advaitins’ counter-inference (vyabhicardnumana) 
falsehood which itself is false is too general in regard to truth! 
totally fails and the Madhya-thesis demanding the truth of the 
phenomenal appearance might be established. 

Further the falsity of the notion of nonest silver cannot be 
false. For the silver is false because, it is denied in its substrate 
and as a result of its denial, the negative 
judgment ‘ this is not silver ' (nedam rajatam) 
he arises and the judgment helps us to come to 

the conclusion that silver that so long appeared 
alse. Now the silver is negated in its substrate 
and its falsity is posited by the negation. Thus the silver 

shes the criterion of falsity which itself, however, stands 
independent of the criterion. 8o falsity is empirically true even 
of the silver which is a mere appearance, There is no logic in the 
argument that falsity must be called false because it bas a relation 
with the nonest silver. The Advaitins take their stand on a s0- 
called universally accepted principle that the things that are 
related to one another must have the same grade of reality. Such 
a principle is suicidal. If that law be accepted all the dharmas or 
characteristics which are negated in the pure Being-Bliss-Con- 
sciousness must be taken as absolutely real because they bave been 
megatively related with Absolute reality, Again the substrate 
of the nonest silver, mother-of-pearl, which is an empirically 
valid reality, might be called false or nonert for it is in apposi- 
tion with the nonest silver. And the concrete manifolds which 
are located in Brahman must be absolutely true because they 
have the supreme Being as their substratum.’ This law is thus 
A Mithyabhite-mithyatmakstvarh satyabvavyabbichri atmatva-yyar 
 bhicürit yatbà éuktirajatam, р ENS 
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untenable. And the interpretation of the said middle (avidyg- 
münadharmikatvat) of the Advaita-syllogism as offered in the 
light of the shown vyapli (things that ore related to one another 
must have the same grade of reality, falsity of the silver is false 
because it is the characteristic (dharma) of a false (dharmin) 
suffers from a number of defects shown before. 

Again if the middle term of the Advaita proposition be 
interpreted in the given light, the same middle might be applied 
in establishing the falsity of the Advaita major—rajata-mithyatoa, 
"The falsity of the false notion of silver is itself false because the 
said falsity is itself the characteristic mark of the falsity of the 
nonest silver," and so on ad infinitum. Thus the Advaita middle 
becomes totally invalid in proving the said major. Secondly, if 
both silver and its falsity be taken as false, the line of demarca- 
tion between an illusory percept and the negation of illusion 
becomes totally obliterated. The judgment, ‘this is silver’ is 
called a false percept as its object is false and the negative judg- 
ment which arises ns contradictory to the illusory percept— this 
not silver but oyster’ is not called illusory but an empirically 
valid cognition because the negative judgment has as its object 
the falsity of silver which is an empirically valid reality. Now 
if both silver and its falsity be taken as false as urged by the 
ins in the syllogista under consideration the illusory per- 
сері and its negation which contradicts the false judgment, stand 
оп the same footing which is suicidal to the epistemology of 
illusion. Again the explanatory instances—barren woman's son, 
от being and non-being of the dream-elepbant, etc., cannot prove 
the Advaita proposition against the Madhya thesis (of the two 
contradictory concepts when one is affirmed, the other is denied 
































3 (o) Rapye-mithyitva-mithyatvam mithya mithyübhüta-rüpyamith- 
yitvudharmikateat.  Nyipémria-prakién, p. 45. 
©) Tradoktenn dharmipo mitbyātvena hetunā sidhyasys mitbyātva- 
mithyātvasyāpi pratibbisikatvipatty® betob styantáprieninyaBen syöt. 

- дзн. pu. 
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and vice versa). Phenomenal appearances which can satisfy 
our pragmatic needs are not nonest but empirically valid reali- 
ties. Even silver which has an appearance in yonder oyster, 
totally differs according to the Advaitins’ own admission, from 
the barren woman's son, sky-flower, etc., which have no objecti- 
уйу at all. Thus tbe barren woman's son cannot form an 
explanatory instance to infer falsity of the silver as false, As 
regards the second instance (e.g., the being and non-being of the 
dream-elepbant), it might be argued that tbe dream-elephant and 
its consequent non-existence  (scapnagaja-pratiyogika-dhvamsa) 
might be called false bot ibsolute negation (atyantübhara) is 
not false but true for the negation is not contradicted though its 
counterpart—the elepbant—is contradicted at the time we are 
awakened. 

And the instance thus establishes the Madhva proposition 
and not that of the Advaitins. From the given dialectics it is 
definitely proved that the Advaita syllogism which bas been 
advanced to prove the falsity of the silver as false (rajata mith- 
yütva-mithyátva) suffers from а number of fallacies and is thus 
untenable. And the Майһуа syllogism stands true to logic and 
reason. 

‘This is, in short, the essence of the Madbva criticism. 

Against this Madhusüdana Sarasvatt argues that - 

Майне теру of the two horns of the Madhya dialectics, 
bns namely, is the falsity of the phenomenal 
world (a) true or (b) false, the first position has been thoroughly 
discarded by the Advaitins and hence the shortcomings pointed 
out in the former case are not to the point, and require no criti- 
eism at the hands of the Advaita teachers. As regards the second 
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logical and epistemological dialectics of tbe Madhvites takes its 
stand. Madhusüdana, in order to refute the Madhva charge, 
takes it as the main bone of contention and thus repudiates the 
disputants' criticism. The vyāpti or the invariable concomitance 
upon which the Madhva syllogism’ establishing the absolute 
reality of the phenomenal world is based (¢.g., of the two con- 
cepts which are viruddha in their nature, when one is affirmed, 
the other is denied and rice versa), is not valid. For in an 
elephant in which both cowhood and horsehood (gotea and 
agvatea) which can nowhere co-exist, might be negated ; but when 
cowhood is negated, horsehood is not affirmed and again when 
horsehood is denied, cowhood is not posited. Thus the said 
vyüpli fails. But the examination shows that the said vyāpti is 
valid only in cases in which the characteristic marks of falsity 
do not and cannot reside in the two concepts which are styled 
contradictory.? For example, of the two contradictory concepts, 
silverhood and its absolute negation or mutual exclusion, when 
silver is posited or affirmed in the mother-of-pearl, its negation 
or difference is denied and vice versa, Because the basis 
or the characteristic marks of the things negated (nigedhyata- 
vacchedakadharma) differ here. For when silver is negated, 
silverbood (rajatatoa) forms the characteristic mark of the 
counterpart of negation and in the case of its negation, the 
negation or difference of silver (rajatateabhdvatva or rajata- 
bhinnatva) forms the marks of the counterpart. In other 
words, silverhood and its negation are contradictory and cover 
‘the entire universe. Hence the denial of the one is the affirma- 
tion of the other and vice versa. The Madhva vyāpti is valid 
only in this sense. But in the case of the elephant in which 
both cowhood and horsehood are negated, they (cowhood and 








11 Jagat eatynth mithyabbata-mithyatmakatvat. 

2 Tatra bi viruddbayordharmeyorekamithyitve aparasatyatvash yatra 
уланны куше: шый у 
 Advaitasiddbi, рр. 211-12. 
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horsehood) though they cannot co-exist, can be marked out by one 
common mark, namely the absolute negation of elephanthood 
(gajatoatyantabhavatea).. The vyapti thus does not apply here. 
Now the truth and falsity of the phenomenal world, though 
contradictory, both share in the common characteristic mark of 
objectivity (dréyatva); they, therefore, are not twe contradictory 
entities bearing two separate marks of negation. The truth and 
falsity of the worldly existence share in the common determining 
mark as possessing the character of objectivity ; and it is for this 
mark that both of them are styled false. And the falsity of the 
phenomenal world being itself false cannot deduce the truth or 
validity of the phenomenal world. The real logic of Madbusüdana's 
observation lies in the fact that when two contradictory concepts 
are of the nature of absolute negation (parasparaviraharapa) or 
one pervades the absolute negation of the other (parasparaviraha- 
ryapaka) as is evident in the case of silver and its absolute 
negation or mutual exclusion in the mother-of-pearl, the said 
ryapti of the Madhvites is vı But when the two concepts are 
not so characterised, they are called contrary in the sense that 
they can nowhere co-exist, but their absolute negation can exist 
ina particular substrate or, in other words, the concepts are 
characterised as ' parasparavirahacyapy in such a саве, the 
said vyāpti or invariable concomitance totally fails. Such con- 
trary teres being negated in a particular locus, share in the 
common characteristic, namely the negation in that particular 
locus as their common determining mark of denial (ekanisedhyata- 
vacchedakadharma). For example, cowhood and horsehood are 
contrary because where cowhood is, horsehood is not and where 
horsehood 














cowhood is not ; and again when the negation of 
horsehood is absent, cowhood is also absent, and when the negation 
of cowhood is absent, horsebood is also absent. Thus cowhood and 
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horsehood in the elephant (gajatatysntabhavatea) forms the 
common determining feature which marks off both cowhood and 
horsehood and the negation of cowbood or that of horsehood in 
the elephant cannot, on the strength of the Madhvites’ cyàpli, 
establish validity or truth of horsehood or cowhood. To put 
simply, the negation of cowhood and horsebood сап co-exist and 
s0 the negation of the one does not mean the affirmation of the 
other, Similarly the dual negation of truth and falsity can be 
cognised in the nonest sky-flower, ебе. thus troth and falsity can- 
not be styled contradictory, parasparaviraharapa or paraspara- 
wirahavydpaka. They are simply contrary because they cannot 
co-exist in a substrate, but both being negated in the nonest 
sky-flower they share in the common mark of objec 
dréyatva and on the basis of this common mark, Madbusddana 
argues that the notion of falsity being itself false cannot prove 
the truth or validity of phenomenal world. In other words, truth 
and falsity are contrary but not contradictory concepts. ‘Thus 
they do not exhaust the entire order of universe as suggested by 
the Madhvites. Tbe worldly existence is neither true nor false. 
It is quite different from such things as sky-flower, hare's born, 
ete., which have got no objective validity and are non-existent. 
It is also different from the ultimate Reality which is pure 
existence, But it bas got an empiric existence of its own. As 
is not existent in the pure and absolute sense of the term, it 
is something false, though it is not false in the sense of non- 
existence which is the characteristic of sky-flower, bare's 
horn, etc. 

















1 Vide Vitthalesopadbyayl, the gloss on the Gauda Brabmanandi, 
р. 218, 

Mithytvasntyatvayormithy dtvasya srassminadhikeranibhiva-pratiyogi 
varüpotvàt satyatvasya kilotrayabidhyatvardpatvat anayoses na paraspari- 

arüpatvam, na vû paraspara-viraha-vyüpakatvam; tucobe uktamithyã- 
"bvoktasatyatvayordvayorapi virabāt, kintu mitho  viruddbatvamütram. 
шне eque Toithyábhüte ij sg айд Vies d es ата 
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Against this it might be contended that Madhusüdana's 
logic suffers from self-contradiction. If the notions of truth and 
falsity be taken as contrary but not contradictory as held by the 
critics, the question is how the two contrary concepts, truth and 
falsity, can co-exist in the phenomenal world ? For the co- 
presence of cowhood and ћогѕећоой in a particular substrate is а 
logical absurdity. 
Madhusüdana, in support of bis position, argues that truth 
and falsity attributed to the phenomenal appearance do not 
possess the same form of being or existence ; they must differ in 
their respective value. For it is an universally accepted principle 
in logic tbat the two contradictory marks attributed to the same 
location or dharmin must not possess the same degree of being 
or reality. This vydpli or universal law definitely proves that 
the notion of validity or reality concerning the empirically false 
existences must not be empiric or pragmatic. It may either be 
absolute or imaginary. Now it cannot be absolute for the nega- 
tion of pragmatic or empiric truth necessitates the negation of 
the absolute reality as well. Pragmatic validity means the 
notion of being or reality not contradicted at the time of usage 
(vyavaharakalabadhyatoa) in the practical affairs of life. Now 
when such a notion of uncontradictability is denied, its contra- 
dictory, the notion of falsity or contradiclability ut the time of 
pragmatic usages is posited or affirmed. And what is contradict- 
able in the pragmatic life is absolutely uncontradictable (abadhita), 

a logical absurdity. Hence the notion of reality existing in the 
concrete manifolds must be pratibhdsika or imaginary. Such ı 
position does not suffer from contradiction. Take for example 
the oyster-silver ; the empirically false oyster-silver also appear 
as real and misleads the man to pick it up. е 

the man geit not run after it. 
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notion of reality is merely an appearance or imaginary, and they 
co-exist in the silver," 

‘The Advaitins further establish, against tbe said vyapti, 
the co-presence of truth and falsity possessing the sume form of 
empiric being or existence. To support their standpoint the 
Advaitins contend that the valid conception of unreality or 
falsity attributed to the phenomenal appearances merely falsifies 
but does not remove the conception of existent truth, it gives 
ап intellectual assurance and only invalidates the existing notion 
of reality (apramatya-nigcayo bhavati) which is, in fact, finally 
removed at the dawn of supreme consciousness. ‘The notion of 
truth, attributed to the phenomenal world, is not contradicted 
by any valid conception other than that of the Brahman ; hence 
it cannot be called pratibhasika or imaginary. It is empirie or 
pragmatic. Both the notions of truth and falsity of pheno- 
menality being denied at the dawn of transcendental conscious- 
ness share in the common value of empiric reality. In support 
of their co-existence, though they are contrary concepts, Madhu- 
südana argues that as in the theory of the Naiyáyikas conjunc- 
tion (sayoga) and its negation, which are of the same nature 
of being (samasattaka), co-exist in the same location, so truth and 
falsity, the two contrary notions of the same order of being, 
reside in the same substrate. 
lt might, of course, be noted here against Madusiidana’s 
observation that conjunction and its negation does not really 
ist in the same location, for the space-position is not the same 
ut different. Monkey-conjunction (kapisarayoga) is at the 
branch of a tree and its negation lies at the root. How then 
is Madhusüdana's logic justified ? It migbt be argued in bis 

wour that as through different. space-position, contradictory 

position and negation, may co-exist in one substrate, 
tio thesis the contradictory notions of truth and 
as they fall in. sere ataca 
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other words they appear pragmatically true and are known to 
be false only at the dawn of transcendental consciousness. The 
real logic establishing tbe equal being or existence of truth and 
falsity lies in the fact that the two are negated by a single 
conception, e.g., the knowledge of Brahman (ekabodhakajnanaba- 
һуа). When the transcendental consciousness dawns upon us 
both the notions of falsity and truth of the phenomenal appear- 
ance are denied. And such а denial proves that truth and falsity 
share in equal being or existence, and they, being negated at 
the dawn of supreme consciousness when all the empiric exist- 
ences are at nought, are denied in point of objectivity which is 
the common ground of denial and not merely as true or false. 
It is an invariable law that two or more notions negated by one 
contradictive apprehension (bàdhakajRama) share in the common .„ 
being (samasatté). For example the perception of oyster which 
negates the idea of silver negates also the exclusion of oyster in 
the oyster thus both the oyste 
in the oyster are called imaginary or samdnasattaka, Negatively, 
the pot and the oyster-silver are not negated by one apprehension 
but by two apprehensions—(a) the trascendental consciousness 
and (b) the perception of oyster, and they are not called samdna- 
sattáka ; the pot is empirically valid while the silver is 
- imaginary or pratibhasika. "The given arguments definitely 
prove that the world order and its notion of truth and falsity 
share in the common existence or being. Of the two contradic- 
tory marks when the proof of one negates the other, they do not. 
share in the common being and are called visamasattaka in 
their nature. In the mother-of-pearls, we have two contradic 
tory concepts, silver and its negation: Of the two the judgment _ 
this is not silver” which establishes the absolute negation of 
silver, negates only the notion of silver itself and hence the 
of silver 






















silver and of its negation do not share in the commoh 
б ie prütibhasika or imaginary but its 
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previous discussion, parasparavirahavyapya and thus the proof 
of one does not establish the falsity of the other and they cannot 

be styled visamasattaka, but being negated by the dawn of 

supreme consciousness share in the same value or being. One 

supreme consciousness denies the notion of falsity existing in 

the world order, the world order itself and its notion of validity 

ав well. ‘Thus the Madhva charge of duality or plurality deduced _ 
from the truth or falsity of falsehood totally falls through." 


! Asti ca prapaficatanmithyStvayoreka Brabmajfiinabidbyatvam, 
atoh samasattükatvát mitbyatvabàdbakena prapaficasyápi bãdhêt na advaita- 
katib. 


Advsitasiddhi, p. 222. 





CHAPTER VII 
SUPER-IMPOSITION 


` We bave seen that phenomenal appearances are merely 
inexplicable forms and not so many realities. They appear as 
real because they are referred to the Highest Reality which 
forms their ultimate substratum. It is due to the apparent 
lentity with the permanent substratum tbat the worldly appear- 
ances, though false, appear as independently real in our percep- 
tion. In perception we cognise only the empirical forms but 
not the underlying AE which though a-logical, expresses 
material as material, non-temporal as temporal 

This tendency of mistaking the 

* form for reality or reality for the form is commonly called, in 
the Advai ita-Vedtote, Adhyasa or super-imposition, ‘The essence 
it is, and in 

placing upon it a different interpretation or construction. Super- 
imposition is thus mal-observation connoting ignorance of some- 
thing and extension of a false idea to an actual appearance. It 
isa mis-judgment of the data presented to the senses by E 
conceived idea. It Brees a subjective Cen T 
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thing for another. If the thing is totally shut up from the 
view, no mistake can be committed without any basis or locus, 
Presentation is the basis of false show upon which on the ground 
of superficial similarity а wrong notion is apprehended. Pre- 
sentation therefore cannot altogether be denied but so long as 
avidya is operative it is falsely interpreted. It being a mal 
observation, depends upon the dim or partial perception of an 
object which forms the basis of mis-judgment. Whenever the 
object is clearly and distinctly viewed there is no possibility 
“df confusion. It is therefore possible only in the case where the 
object—the locus of the false show appears only partially as 
fact, ав a mere existence without its true and distinct character- 
i Vacaspat therefore right in assuming that adhyāsa 
ів not possible when a thing is either distinctly seen or entirely 
hidden.* 

On the strength of similarity, the memory-image is revived 
in the mind of the percipient and memory supplies representa- 
tive factors of judgment which are erroneously attributed tō 
the presentation. And though the false notion is a creation 
of mind without any objective validity of its own yet it is quite 
distinct from memory which is purely mental in its character, 
having no objective reference outside the mind. In false show 
though forms of judgment are supplied by the mind as represen- 
tative elements, the forms are identified with the fact existing 
F outside and as a result same form of eztra-mentality of the object 
of false notion is apprehended. In this respect 
different from memory. If a memory im| 











238 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS 
То bring out more clearly the nature of super-imposi 
ysis of the АЛ instance may be analysed in three stages. 


** Тһе first stage is a stage of pure presentation, 
the second is one of correction and the last is a stage of confirma- 
tion, In the first stage some thing is presented to the perceiver 
and the idea of silver in the case of oyster-silver flashes out to 
his mind and the idea is believed as real though it is not con- 
firmed as real from the standpoint of pragmatic life. Only its 
reality is not denied for the time being, as no contradiction as 
yet strikes the percipient subject. In the саке of pure presenta“ 
tion the 'thisness' is a correct perception and remains as 
correct so long as it is not synthesised with some other predi 
tive idea supplied by the mind to forma judgment. In this 
judgment construction, the ‘ thisness ' îs first synthesised with 
the predicative idea of silver which is believed as really presented 
аз yet no objective reference 
in the predicative aspect of the judgment and its reality is not 
Questioned. The simple belief underlying this judgment is 
then corrected by the perception of the oyster as oyster. And 
the oyster is affirmed as real in contrast with the illusory silver. 
Silver is illusory because immediate quality of wnreality bas 
been attributed to it as a result of its failure to satisfy any prag- 
matic test. When the correct judgment is affirmed the predicate 
of the previous judgment is denied as unreal. The perceiver 
realises that bis idea of silver is a pure mental presentation 
without any objective basis and that the synthesis is wrong. Here 
the affirmative predicate only proves the unreality of the first 
impression and the first idea is eliminated. But there is a rela- 
tion between these two predicates and it is a unique one. The 
unreal silver by its elimination implies the real oyster, which 
being an objectively valid entity is in no way affected by the un- 
reality of the : . The oyster is an entity complete in itself ; 
` the false conception of silver has no influence over it. 

- This is! of cation. In this stage we are 
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example the idea of silver was first. presented to the percipient 
subject and in the next stage when the idea of oyster is affirmed 
as real the silver though presented becomes illusory. The silver 
is a mental creation though at the time of perception it appears 
as an objectively valid entity adequate to satisfy the demand 
of pragmatic life and when it is negated it becomes purely sub- 
jective. Thus the objectivity of silver is beyond question at the 
time of appearance so long as it is not corrected. It is not pre- 
sented ав а merely subjective fact but as an objectively presented 
reality. As an object of past perception. its objective character 
Cannot be questioned. — Falsity arises as a result of wrong identi- 
fication of silver with the 'tbisness. And when the idea of 
oyster is affirmed the illusory character of silver is established. 
Silver which was perceived as an objectively valid existence, is 
now cognised as non-existent not only for the present moment 
but also when it happened to be perceived as real. Thus the 
non-existence of illusory silver on the ‘thisn proved in the 
саве of the past as well as the present presentation and it might, 
very well be inferred therefore that it will be non-existent also in 
the ense of future presentation of the 'thisness.' And its un- 
reality is established as the silver did not exist, docs not exist 
and will not exist. The test of workability comes next and 
determines its validity from the practical standpoint. The silver 
being a mere subjective contribution cannot satisfy any demand 
of practical life, for when the percipient wants to deal with it in 
“apy manner, it fails to work. In this stage also facthood of 
silver as an object of remembrance is not denied even when 
ittributed to ît. Hence the unreal silver is not a 


















‘Thus the illusory silver is neither really subjec- 
hallucination haying its basis in the remembrance of past 
nor really objective having failed to satisfy pragmatic 
cannot consequently be covered by either category, 
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neither a positive пог a negative entity. It is neither 
an absolute nought (tuccha) like tbe sky-flower, bare's horn, ete. 
nor absolutely real. It appears in the first stage and is negated 
in the second and does not therefore come within the categories 
of existence or non-existence (sadasadvilakgana). It is а new 
category which shares in the characteristics of both position and 
negation and therefore a middle category between the two, posi- 
tive-negative in its character. The illusory silver is perceiv- 
ed and hence distinguished from the absolute nought 
(tuccha) which cannot be perceived as object of experience. Again 
it is not an absolute reality as it can be negated and absolute 
reality can never be negated. The silver is perceived as well as 
negated it is therefore neither absolute nought nor an absolute 
reality." 
The presentation of silver on the locus in oyster-silver super- 
imposition is not a mere objectification of a 
Шю siete. memory-image. It is, on the contrary, an 
du dm entirely new creation due to the operation of 
avidya which has a twofold capacity—screening and creation, If 
the silver were an objectification of a past memory-image the 
form of judgment should have been ‘this is that silver, 
instead of the form ‘ this is silver" and in tbis very illus- 
tration, this twofold capacity is equally patent, Avidya here 
‘goreons the real nature of the ‘this’ or locus which.is oyster by 
‘shutting out from view its special Кинг Dao a 
‘silver which the cognises. ver we 
psi aa E cose. i not that of te шийи! but 
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is an entirely new creation on the mother-of-pearl—a novel 
appearance in a definite point of time and space and this spatial 
and temporal mark is sufficient to indicate its existence as 
different from a similar object perceived in a different place at а 
different time. When however this particular appearance is 
declared false, it is never intended to deny the existence of silver 
as such elsewhere. All that is implied is that in this particular 
sp itio-temporal reference, locus, the elsewbere-exist- 
ng silver is not negated. From this it is not however to be 
understood that the silver of this false appearance is. purely ima- 
inary (alîka) like hare's horn, sky-flower, ete., for it appears in 
consciousness with a particular spatio-temporal reference which 
is wanting in purely imaginary ideas. And this screening opera- 
tion of ignorance or Avidya may be interpreted, without affecting 
the final result, from two different points of view. From the 
‘objective side, which has been emphasised by Sarvajüdtmamuni 
in his Samksepasarirak: is argued that ignorance or Avidya” 
which is the substance-stuff of the false appearance, hides the 
determinate qualities of the ‘this,’ i.e., the underlying oyster and 
so long as the specific ignorance of the determinate qualities of 
oyster remains, the illusory perception of silver continued. From 
the subjective side Nrsihha Bha(fa contends that illusory 
perceptions are due to the defects in sense organs resulting from 
association and other causes. He however does not deny the 
presence of Avidya or ignorance as а substance-stuff of illusory 
perception. Qn the contrary, he shows that as soon as the Avidya 
inherent in the ‘this’ comes into contact with the defective sense 
organ, the real cause of false perception, it undergoes a vibratory 
“modification and transforms itself into the silver." 
If the illusory silver is a new creation as is admitted by the 
ш з teachers, the question inevitably arises—of what stuff 
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is the new creation made or in other words what is the material 
cause of it ? It is, of course, Avidya and we have to deter- 
mine what must be the*nature of Avidyd if it is to be the 
material cause, Anandabodha Bhattdrakacarya in his Nyagamaka- 
randa has given account of A vidya as the material cause of the 
illusory perception: This Avidyā cannot be mere false 
knowledge, nor absence of knowledge nor both ; for it would then 
be without substantiality, implying mere absence, and the effect, 
i.e. the false appearance having objectivity the unsubstantial 
Avidya cannot be its material cause. Avidya, therefore, has to be 
conceived as something unique, beginningless and indescribable 
having substantiality of its own because the existence of such a 
material cause is testified to by its effects, for it won't do to 
argue that mere instrumental cause can produce an effect without 
a material cause ; all effects except dhoarisa or destruction must 
be produced by material cause. Further the material cause of 
“illusory perception cannot be absolutely real ; for the effect, i.e., 
illusory perception, would then be real ; nor can the material cause 
be absolutely unreal, for the latter being devoid of any capacity 
of its own cannct produce the illusory object even. Hence the 
material cause of illusion must be something which is neither 
absolutely real or absolutely unreal. 

‘Yo sum up, the real essence of the Aniroacaniya theory of 
the Advaita-Vedánta as propounded by Sarhkara in bis exposition. 
of Adhyasa and developed by other advocates of the monistic 
school, is that appearances are inexplicable and mysterious as 
their causa materia асїйуй is inexplicable and mysterious in its 
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character. Avidyā as becoming principle creates new appearances 
in erroneous conception, Objects of normal perception as well 
come under this category ; as the time-space-cause world also 
owes its origin to the mysterious power of Maya and is super- 
imposed on the Absolute Being- The principle therefore is the 
same in the normal and abnormal perception, But the Advaita- 
Vedanta draws а distinction between the false percept and normal 
percept, the normal percept though super-imposed persists to the 
last while the abnormal one is denied in our pragmatic lif 
Sathkara’s theory isa via media bétween the rigorous idealism 
of the Vijnanavddi-Buddhists and the extreme realism of the 
Nyaya and Vaisesika systems, And though баага and his 
school strenuously fought against the Vijaanavadins, а close 
examination of the two positions strikingly reveals an agreement 
and parallelism between them in some important respects as will 
appear from an analysis of the VijAdnavadins’ view as explained 
in the Lankavatarasitra, an authoritative literature of this school. 
Thus we get the view of Maya characterised as aniroacantya, 
unambiguous declaration of the reality of consciousness, the 
invalid character of the external world, the empbasis laid on 
adhydropa (super-imposition) and apavdda (elimination) and a 
gradation of reality and so forth, equally fully developed in both 
schools, It will therefore be interesting to note the development 
of these ideas according to the Atmakhyationdins or Vijanavadir 
who hold that both normal and abnormal perceptions are the 
result of a modification of consciousness. 
Vijüanacddins * maintain that there is neither any necessity 
y _ mor any justification for upholding the existence 
«DE vRNA! of an external world of objects either as directly 
ved or as indirectly inferred from the 
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or knowledge necessitated by our practical life results as a 
consequence of the activity of the understanding. When 
anything is taken cognizance of by the understanding, knowledge 
diversifies into a knower (pramata), known (prameya) and 
instruments of knowledge (pramana), and experience arises ; 
where there is no cognizance by the understanding no cognition 
is generated. For instance, of the things outside the under- 
standing, only those that come within its grasp can occasion any 
idea or cogni Hence, it follows that it is the understanding ¥ 
which is the creator of this diversification of experience and the 
objects revealed in or by it have no existence npart from the 
understanding. The understanding or, as they put it, Vijiana, 
therefore, only is real and not the so-called external objects. If 
it is objected thnt the understanding by itself alone is not 
adequate to explain the manifold nature of experience without the 
assumption of external objects or grühyavastu, it can be demon- 
strated to be во by reference to dreams or illusions where the 
same diversification of the knower, known and knowledge as in 
waking experience is generated by the activity of the under- 
standing without the presence of any objects, i.e., grühyarastu. 
‘This fact is bound to be admitted on all hands. 1038 therefore 
clear that the understanding alone might be responsible for the 
distinction of knower, known and knowledge. Knowledge or 
fue is thus produced without the help of external objects. 
therefore now resolves itself into the question as to 
оран is any distinction between waking experience and 
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dream experience. It migbt be said that waking experience has. 
got what may be called sarádakatra, i.e;, the power of enabling 
ws to attain the object perceived ; while the objects of dream 
experience are admittedly illusory and unreal, as they might be 
contradicted, The real problem therefore is what is to be un 
stood by the затоайакаїса, or what does constitute the vali 
of waking experience ? 








А close consideration of this question shows that waking 
experience is to be admitted as valid because its objects are real ; 
whereas dream experience is invalid because its objects are 
unreal. This leads to an examination of what is meant by 
objects of waking experience being real. What then are we to 
understand by the reality of the external objects? From the 
Vijiianavidins’ standpoint, nay, from the point of view of all 
Buddhistic metaphysics, only momentary existence is real and 
everything else is unreal. Hence how can, for example, the 
steady appearance of things be taken as real, seeing that it is the 
result of taking the series of momentary vibrations which alone 
are real, as non-momentary or sthira ? 





Thus objects coguised as non-momentary or sthira are merely , 
false appearances. Knowledge derived from waking experience 


being vitiated by the false appearance of objects is therefore of 
the same category as dream experiences. 


. Moreover it might also be said that idea and its objects 
: CURSUS ec are not two different things hut 
ate опе and the same thing ; for it is a universally accepted 

rinciple that things experienced and cognised together always 
Eee esee d and idea of blue, are identical and 
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Finally, also clear that the diversification spoken of is 
nothing but a mere modification of consciousness. In other 
words, we аге not aware or conscious of any diversification 
beyond the range of consciousness. So it is but natural and 
inevitable that we should identify this diversification with the 
form of consciousness or understanding. Hence the object so 
called is not something outside the consciousness or understand- 
ing but а mere modification of it. Jayanta Bhatta also explains 
the view thus: since nothing outside the range of the under- 
standing is cognisable and since knowledge always assumes 
diverse forms of necessity, it is to be concluded that it is under- 
standing which gives or generates those diverse forms without 
any so-called external objects outside the understanding." 

Jayanta Bhatia further explains that even admitting for the 
sake of argument that there are external objects, it is to be 
noticed that cognition or }ййта is capable of giving diverse forms 
of itself ; for it is cognition which first gives rise to the idea of 
the object and it is through this definitely formed idea that we 
сап know or speak of the object, and not that the so-called ob- 
ject comes first to give shape and form to the idea. Cognition 
ог knowledge is thus not without form of its own. Hence, 
according to the logical law of ‘parsimony,’ it is unnecessary 
and wrong to assume that it is the so-called objects which give 
rise to different forms of cognition. An example perhaps will 
make this clearer: when it is said, “ I bave known the pot'" 
itis the cognition which comes first and gives definite shape to 
the idea of the pot. So the assumption of the external objects 
is redundant and unnecessary.* 

. The author of Sastradipika also in explicating the position 
appeals to popular verdict. A man ordinarily speaks of an object 
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as blue because his cognition has the form of blue. If, however, 
cognition is supposed to give its own form, the question is bound 
to arise as to how the distinction between cognition and the 
thing cognised is felt in the very act of perception The author 
of Sastradipika and his commentator answer this question by 
saying that there being no external objects cognisable beyond the 
range of cognition, it is cognition itself which appears to us in 
the shape or form of external objects. In other words, the rela- 
tion between cognition (grahana) and the thing cognised 
(grahya) is one of tādātmya or identity. But owing to non- 
apprehension of this identity, they appear as two distinct and 
different things." 
According to the làmavddin's position, there are two 
aspects of knowledge—one referring to what might be called its 
'amüropa,' super-imposed or phenomenal aspect, i.e., the aspect 
in whieh knowledge ordinarily appears to us ; the other aspect 
might be called its ‘ apavada’ ог real or metaphysical aspect. in 
which it appears in its true nature rising superior to the false 
notions or super-imposition. The two aspects might also, be 
‘called the khyati aspect or the aspect in which knowledge 
appears to us only, and the nirodha aspect or the aspect in which 
it returns upon the ultimate reality which is its true nature. 
"These two aspects of knowledge have been very elaborately dealt 
with by the author of the Lankaratarasütra. 
Perception does not give us the true nature of reality of 
objects. This happens as a result of what the author of the Lanká- 
- vatàrasütra calls samáropa or super-imposition which consists in 
-taking one thing for another as when we mistake a rope fora 
snake or the ‘illusory world for reality. What then is the nature 
of thes КЕШЕ, ? It consists of four forms of varieties according 
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super-imposition of triksana or trimomentary existence of the 
object though it is really momentary or kganika, In other 
words, this means that though the object, and for the matter of 
that, reality, is momentary, still it is cognised as enduring for at 
least three moments or stages such as origination, duration and 
destruction, as admitted by all Indian systems holding external 
objects to be real. But this is not true according to the nihilis- 
tic school of Buddhism. (b) Asaddrsti-samaropa or the super- 
imposition of a wrong notion of things. Thus there is here a 
false appearance of something steady though really it is momon- 
tary. (с) Asaddhetu-samdropa or the super-imposition of а 
cause falsely. This means that-though really, according to this 
school, knowledge or cognition is without any cause being itself 
the only beginningless reality, still particular perceptions falsely 
appear to be caused or occasioned by such and such organs of 
sense, conjoined with representative elements supplied by memory, 
ete. This ascription of cause to something causeless is thus a 
false super-imposition. (d) Asadbhiva 
super-imposition of existence (bhava) and non-existence 
(abhava) to things. For, according to this school the visible 
manifoldness of this world is as false as the ascription of horns to 
а hare. Still people are apt to classify things falsely under either 
existence or non-existence though really things are beyond the 
range of both existence or non-existence.’ b 
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This false super-imposition together with all these vikalpas 
is due to the beginningless desire or what is also called by him 
Maya or Avidyd. The relation of this’ Maya to the manifold 
universe is neither identical nor different ; it cannot be altogether 
different and distinct from the universe for the manifold universe 
itself, as already shown, is the result of this May ог сап it be 
identical with the universe seeing that itis something ov 
above this manifoldness. It is therefore anyānanyaviva: 
something beyond identity and non-identity. Hence it 
be regarded as either existent or non-existent or in other 
it is something which is inexplicable.” 

This aspect is what is called khyativijÃana or samaropa, 
ie., phenomenal aspect of knowledge by means of which the 
affairs of practical life are carried on. The other aspect of 
knowledge is what is called apavdda, i.e., metaphysical aspect 
of knowledge which consists in turning away from or realising 
the false character of knowledge as generated by зататора 
ог, as Sarhkara would put it, adhydsa described before. Apavada 
ог metaphysical knowledge eliminates falsely super-imposed 
knowledge and turns the mind towards reality ; for apaváda. 
means literally that something is apavadyate, i.e., eliminated. 
lt is only when there is nothing to be eliminated as due to 
super-imposition or vikalpa that true knowledge or intuitive 
ion of the Buddha (Buddhanetrtva) might be said to be 
attained, Thus when there is a complete destruction of the 
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Yolen bijinkuravadansditvit nîya paryanoyogasyhvasara kuto vāsanā 
pravrttaiti. NyhyamaRjari, p. 599, Benares Edn. 
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mental modifications ог super-imposition that Nirvana is 
attained. Тһе final result of the Vijfanavadins’ position is that 
according to it the empirical knowledge, such as ‘ this is oyster" 
îs as much the creation of consciousness (Alayavijiiana) ав the 
so-called objects of false knowledge, e.g., silver in faking 
oyster for silver. Thus normal (empirical) and abnormal (illu- 
sory) perception is on the same level, the Alayavijfiana itself 
appearing as the object in both. The falsity of erroneous percep- 
tion consists in the wrong objectification or spatio-temporal refer- 
ence of the purely mental image of silver. For the silver as iden 
is real and cognising of this real mental image as something 
external constitutes error of false perception and though the silver 
might be negated in the ‘this’ or locus, its reality as a mental 
image is unquestionable. Thus contrary to the generally accepted 
view they hold that itis really the thisness of appearance which 
is false and not the idea (i.e., silver) whose reality as a form 

of consciousness cannot be gainsaid. 
Against this fundamental position of the Vijnanavada that 
knowledge is without any corresponding reality (vijñānarh 
тышаш» ы me і" ай Батат) all Brahmanical schools оГ 
упат or Kee Philosophy direct their attack. They all argue 
жы, that particolar forms of- perception or cognition 
аге all due to external objects. Sathkara, Rámánuja and other 
Vedantic schools argue that in cognition, the objects such as the 
pot, cloth, etc., are always perceived as something external and 
notas a mere form of cognition. In other words, no one cog- 
mises those objects as cognition itself, but only as objects of 
‘cognition having extramental reality. Moreover, tbe very argu- 
‘ments that cognition itself takes on forms of objects and that 
cognition itself appears as something external or extramenial, 
presuppose or imply that there are objects which are external or 
cextramental; for in the absolute absence or non-existence of 
‘external objects, how is it possible to speak or conceive of them? 
Besides, the argument that the simultaneous presence of the 
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has not much force in it; for abheda or non-difference itself 
means that there is a prior difference, since if there’ be not two 
separate things how could you speak of their non-difference or 
identity? The explanation of the manifold variety of conscious- 
ness as being due to different desires is also unsatisfactory, for in 
the first place the whole position is directly opposed to all 
experience. Experience shows that the different desires 
are excited or evoked by different objects. And it is a reversal 
of the true order of experience to maintain that it is the desires 
or vasands which arouse or excite a ‘consciousness of manifold 
objects. Lastly, the analogy of dream consciousness is not 
applicable to perceptaal or cognitional knowledge. For dream 
consciousness is contradicted and falsified by waking conscious- 
ness and is due to certain faults in its causation such as sleep, 
etc, But true perception or cognition as distinguished from 
false perception is never contradicted or falsified and is free from 
any fault in its causation. ‘Thus there is a fundamental difference 
between dream consciousness and waking consciousness and i 
not permissible to infer on the dream analogy that there are по 
extramental objects in cognition just because there are no such 
objects in dream consciousness. Moreover, dream consciousness is 
not without objects as m: 
undoubtedly objects present in dream consciousness though these 
objects have not the same vividness as the objects of waking 
‘consciousness. Besides mere idealism as advocated by the 
"Víjiinavdin is unable to explain worldly activity or practical 
life; for in life external Ыы play an important part and, as lias. 
been already shown, such idealism is contrary to all facts of 
experience, Hence it is to be concluded that no experience or 
knowledge is posible without extramental reality or objects. 
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cognising them the form of consciousness is not that they are 
cognitions but that they are someshing beyond and other than 
cognition, having an outward reference ; secondly, that in the 
Vijianavàdin's view the broad and unmistakable difference be- 
tween dream and waking consciousness would altogether be obliter- 
ated, both being forms of consciousness only. It might be, how- 
ever, noted in passing that it is not merely the Brabmanical 
schools which attack the Vijü&navidins in this way. Another 
school within Buddhism itself, viz., the Sautrantikas * also made 
these two weak spots in the Vijfitnavada epistemology the target 
of their attack. With regard to the first point, the Sautrantikas 
hold that it would not do to say that because cognition and the 
cognised object appear simultaneously in consciousness, there is 
no difference between the two, for to argue thus would be against 
all canons of proof or reasoning. If there were no difference, the 
form of cognition would be ' Т am blue’ and not ‘this is blue,” 
Moreover the cognition is inward-looking while the object has 







! The second school of the Hinayana js called the Sautrintike. Tho 


autrántikas, unlike the Vijnànavidins, admit the extramental existence of 
the phenomenal world which, according to thom, ia not directly perceived 
but inferred from the diversification of cognition. In support of this theory 
Madhavücáryye in his Sarvadaréana-sorhgesha writes: ' Cogoition must 
ultimately have some object since it is manifested in duality. It the objeot 
proved wore only а form of cognition it should manifest iteelt as such, and 
not ns an external object.’ Of the origin of the term 'Sautrhntika " 
‘Madbavicaryya says: "' The name Sautrantike arose from the fact that 
the venerated Buddha called some of bis disciples Santrintikas who askod 
"what was the ultimate purport (anta) of the aphorism (rüfra)."" 

Те may well be noted that the Ssutrintikas are жо beeuuse of their 
adherence to the "Sutta Pitaka” or the section consisting of the discourses of 
‘Buddha to the rejection of tbe two other Pitalens, 
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outward reference, Nor would it suffice to hold that owing to 
mistake, the blue appears as if it were modification of consciouse 
ness. For, if there be nothing external, bow can you вау “as if 
it were an external object ?'" It would be as absurd as to say 
that Vasumitra appears to be the son of a barren woman. ‘The 
very fact that you bave to speak of ‘as if it were external’ im- 
plies a real external world and your denial of it returns upon and 
hits you like a boomerang.’ Again to maintain this non-differ- 
ence between cognitions and tbe cognised would lead to а 
logicalfallaey. For identity or non-difference can be proved only 
when the manifestation of difference is shown to be illusory. In 
other words, identity postulates a prior difference.* 

‘A close examination of the Vijfiinavadin’s position however 
shows that the above criticism is based on a misunderstanding or 
distortion of his position. It is as a reaction against the crude 
materialists, dualists and realists that the Vijiinavadins develop 
their theory of idealism and therefore appear to fall into the oppo- 
site error of solipsism or mentalism. This however is not the true 
position of jňānavāda or Yogácára school of Buddhism 
Vijñänavädins argue against the easy-going assumption of the rea- 
lists that the mind is a self-contained reality confronted in experi 
ence by other self-contained things. Going behind the two subs- 
tances of mind and matter they try to discover а comprehensive 
reality embracing the two. Like Kant in the West, with true 
philosophic insight, the Vijfiinavidins urge that the whole 
objective world cannot exist without a transcendental apperceiving 

` intellect orVijndna which is more than merely individual. Within 
“this * Vijaana “arises the distinction of subject and object. Hence 
а e SORA £ 
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the ‘ Alayavijaana* of the Vijiiinavadins is a fundamental fact 
of reality revealing itself in individual minds and things ; for, all 
the manifold distinetions of experience such as subject and object, 
etc., appear in it because of the beginningless series of dualistic 
desire. Thus the phenomenal existence of the world with its 
notions of subject and object is accepted by them. As 
Madhavücürya in his Sarcadaréanasarngraha writes : “ Nor must 
it be supposed that on this hypothesis, the juice, the energy 
and the digestion derivable from an imaginary and actual sweet- 
meat will be the same.'' The Vijüünavàdins therefore do not 
reduce the external world to an absolute nought but go further 
along with most other  Buddbhistic schools to discriminate 
between the threefold nature of knowledge or  Vijidna 
implying three grades of reality corresponding to them: (i) 
imagined nature (Parikalpita), (ii) dependent or caused 
nature (Paratantra) and (iii) absolute or metaphysical nature 
(Parinigpanna). In Parikalpita, the imagination is active without 
being controlled by the categories in the Kantian sense, e.g., 
when a rope is mistaken for a snake. It cannot stand critical 
judgment and has no practical efficiency. Paratantra is empirical 
knowledge and is the work of the understanding, its categories 
having validity within experience. But the absolute reality 
cannot be known through this categorised knowledge." Pari- 
nispanna is metaphysical insight through which it is possible 
to rise to the universal which exists as whole and undivided 
Vijħāna or consciousnesss. Plurality is due to subjection to 
space and time which are the principles of individuation. The 
highest stage of knowledge is thus the "Alayavijiána ' which 
though not yet phenomenalised into the manifold by begin: 












SUPER-IMPOSITION 955 


ll. a concrete reality according to the Yogücaras ; 
only the reality of intellect with forms. More- 
over, in explaining the experience of the manifold the Yogacaras 
divide all things into two groups—sariskra or composite and 
* asarhskrta ' or non-composite and admit such things as five 
‘ skandhas ' or constituents, four * dhātus* or bases, and six 
* āyatanas ' or locations, though the emphasis is laid by them 
on ‘citta’ or mind and not, like the realists, on * rapa,’ i,e., 
matter, Nagirjuna reduces the first two to one 'sarriisattd," 
the other name of Avidyā, and calls the third * paramartha ' or 
the highest reality." 

‘The criticism of arkara and others would seem to be based 
оп a misunderstanding; and the misunderstanding itself was 
generated by the fact that the Buddhistic writers and their 
Brabmanical expounders used language and illustrations which 
were liable to misinterpretation. Thus it is said that the waking 
consciousness is just like dream, that the distinction of knower, 
known and knowledge is false like the illusion of the double 
moon, etc Now this is surely apt to suggest that no 


1 Kkirasabità buddbiryogicdrasya sammata. 
Vide Sarvadariana-sathgraha, p. 45. 
3 Vide familiar Buddhistio verses quoted by Anandatirtha in his 
Tuttvoddyota 2. 2. 29: 
3 (a) Satyanto dvividhath proktam. 
(o wothvrtarh pāramārthikam - 
.. sathyrtath vyavahārarh syit 
_nivettau piramirthikam. 
e Dvo satye samupasritya Buddhinarh ар 
Loko surhvitaatyafica satyafica paramirthatal + 
С Of. Päramārthika-sattà and vysvabirika-satta of tha Advaita 
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distinction isdrawn between dream and waking life. More- 
over, in other places the Buddhists have emphasised the false 
character of all existencé consistently with their view of the non- 
validity of all knowledge (spata apramanya); for if normal 
knowledge is naturally invalid, it stands to reason that the so- 
called universe is unreal. All this led to the impression that 
the Vijdanavadins do not distinguish between waking conscio 
ness and dream, But a closer scrutiny of their position would 
show that the criticism is misapplied and beside the point. ‘The 
Vijūānavādins took care 40 emphasise that due to the activity 
of ‘ samorti’ ог avidya the waking consciousness is as much 
unreal as the dreatn consciousness. This is almost identical 
with the position of the Advaitins who also hold the same view 
and as we have seen the Vijüánavádins differentiate between 
* parikalpita ' (imaginary or dream) aod * paratantra ' (empirical) 
knowledge. The only question is—is the criterion of differentia- 
tion an adequate one ?  Sarhkara thinks it is not; the dream 
consciousness is sublated or negated while waking consciousness 
persists, ie., the one is badhita while the other is abadhita." 
It may be noted here that according to the Advaitins' own true 
position this is not just, for from the standpoint of the Advaita- 
Vedanta, both dream and waking consciousness аге unreal, 
being the product of Maya, and capable of annihilation on 
the dawn of true knowledge. We have therefore to admit 
that in levelling this criticism Sarhkara forgets bis own posi- 
tion as an absolute idealist, and becomes more of a realist. 
The poor Vijûînavãdins have done nothing else except 
emphasising that from the metaphysical standpoint both 





























‘ekasmin candramssi dvitvivabhisa iva bhramab, atripi auidiravicehinna- 
pravibibhedavisansiva nimittam. bid, р. 82. 

1 Vide arhkarabhigya, 2. 2. 29. Büdhyate hi svapnopalabdharh vastu 
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SUPER-IMPOSITION 27 


waking consciousness and dream are unreal being the product 
of ‘sainorti' or avidya, Tt is only from the standpoint of the 
ultra-realists, such as materialists and: dvalists who hold the 
reality of both the subject and object as eternal, that a real 
ism of the Vijüanavadin's position might be maintained. 
For if both subject and object are equally real eternally how can 
we speak of one as more real than the otber? To this the 
Vijāānavādins can reply along with the Advaitins that duality 
or plurality necessarily implies unity, that the distinction of 
subject implies something that transcends both and that the dis: 
tinction of waking and dream indicates a continuity of conscious- 
mess which comprises both. The only real question is what is 
the nature of this unity? The Vijiianavidins hold that it is the 
Alayavijnana which is the highest form of reality. But what 
is this Alayavijaana and can it be conceived as the highest 
reality? The Vijfiinavadins explain AlayseijÁáma as the con- 
erete intelligent principle of consciousness which underlies all 
‘experience ; it is identified with the self and diversifies itself into 
the manifold forms, Tt is thus not without a form ог feature. 
A question may, therefore, be ««| bow are the forms gent 

rated? Аге the forms in Alayavijaana due to the activity of 
beginningless desire ? If so, what is the exact relation between 
‘the two? The VijüAnavàdins cannot satisfactorily answer these 
questions. If beginningless desire is regarded as the cause of 
these manifold forms in Alayaoijama, the Alayavijnana itself is 
reduced to un-reality. The Vijanavidins cannot escape from 
































the Advaitins сап answer by saying that their Brahman or 

highest reality is without any form or feature and whatever 

: NIS УМАЙ AAE state 1n. pa: т. 
of Brahman, the 
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vadins use Alayavijnana in a rather ambiguous sense making it 
difficult to say what they exactly mean. Sometimes they use 
it to mean universal consciousness which diversifies itself 
into different minds and things and sometimes they imply by it 
rather the empirical ego. Lastly, though Yogácüras did not 
altogether intend to make the world of space and time depend 
on individual consciousness, it cannot be denied that in their 
eagerness to refute crude realism they sometimes made a con- 
fusion of psychological and metaphysical points and thus arrived 
at a crude mentalism. The confusion is worse confounded by 
the employment of the same term ‘vijnana’ to indicate both 
changing and unchanging aspects of mental life. 

Sanyavada ог Asatkhyaticada might be regarded as the 

logical culmination of the Vijfidnavad 

Жане М de put temology. If vijfana is the only reality and 
m outward objects are unreal as the Vijnanavidin 
holds, the vijnana itself becomes unreal. For we cannot have 
consciousness without an object of wbich we are conscious. And 











inga continuous subject, the Sünyavadin or Asatkhyativadin pushes 
the argument a step beyond and ‘‘the very shadow of the soul" 
is discarded. If the Vijñānavādins are right there can be no 
objects to be known and no object implies no subject. Thus the 
Sinyavadins do away with the constant ālaya and set our ideas 
adrift. If there are no extramental relations there can be no 
world, External objects and internal states are both void or 
According to the Sünyarüdins we are dreaming even 
т, Besides the Alayacijüdna of the Yogacáras. 
cannot be the highest form of reality, for there being no object, 
what is it that gives it form? In otber words, it cannot be - 
МЕ ‘Thus the highest 

be non-relational there being Pee of 

and ob ^ 
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they speak of the highest reality as Sanya? Do they imply by 
it absolute void or nothingness as the orthodox Brabmanical 
schools, nay, even the Vijūānavādins themselves, represent, or does 
it mean something positive though. no definite attribute or quali- 
fication can be ascribed to it? Thus башкага, KumBrila* and 
Udayana all take this Sanya to mean absolute nothingness Jead- 
ing to the complete unreality of the world. Udayana therefore 
queries : '' Is the conception of Sanya or void a fact or not? If 
it is not a fact that is perceived by and through one, how can 
you say that the world is ‘fanya’? 1f it is a fact, is it self- 
evident or perceived by and through some one else? Then, the 
existence of some one else and what he perceived must both be 
admitted," The Vijüánavádin goes further and argues that * If 
all is nothing, then nothing itself becomes the criterion of truth 
and the Madhyamika or Asatkhyativadin has no right to discuss 
with others of a different way of thinking. He who accepts 
nothing as real, can neither prove his position nor disprove his 
opponent's case? Again a still more formidable objection against 
the Madhyamika position is that nothingness or ultra-void fails 
altogether to explain the causal connexion in the cosmic evolution. 
If nothing is the reality,how are we to explain the process of the 
universe? Nagarjuna frankly admits the validity of this objec- 
tion and holds that causation or change itself and along with 
the empirical world is unintelligible; for the very conception 
of change or causation is full of contradiction or antinomy« 
As Nagarjuna puts it “a thing is born neither from itself nor 
from another nor from both or without cause. Production seems 
to be logically impossible. What is non-existent cannot be 
produced by any cause such as a square circle. If origination 
{з admitted to be desirable in the case of what is existent, then 
it “produces only that which has been already produced. Опе 
‘and the same thing cannot be both existent and non-existent. 
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Nor can we say that one and the same thing is distinct 
from both existence and non-existence. Nothing real can 
be spoken of as coming to existence, nor can it be said that 
the pot, this moment non-existent, next moment becomes 
existent. That will be to assert a contradiction. When we 
know that things bave no absolute existence we see that 
they cannot produce others with such existence. If we speak of 
‘causes, we do so at the expense of logic indulging in makeshifts 
of subject and object, substance and attribute, space and time. 
Absolutely speaking there is no cause or effect, no production or 
cessation. The Sanyavadins further elaborate this idea of 
causation in their theory of ‘Pratitya'samutpada* or dependent 
origination according to which a thing is а mass of ''dharmas" 
following one another in a continuous succession. The indivi- 
dual human being is a collection of ‘dharmas’ since every 
thought, sensation or volition isa ‘dharma.’ A carriage is a 
name of a collection of material ‘dharmas.’ Apart from the 
dharmas the carriage and the man bave only an ideal existence, an 
existence of designation (prajmapti). Dharmas alone exist though 
they are liable to destruction. Every thought or thing may bavê as 
its determining cause or pratyaya a great number of ‘dharmas’ 
more or less external to itself, such as object of vision, visual 
organ, etc., but its real hatu or cause is the thought immediately 
preceding it, even as every moment of the duration of the 
flame depends on the oil, wick, ete., though itistruly a continua- — 
tion of the preceding moment of the flame. Thus the San; 
yAdins do not dismiss the ‘dharmas’ as wholly unreal. 

t momentary. 
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constituted by relations but goes further in maintaining that 
these relations are only bypostatization. or abstractions, being 
wholly dnintelligible, All we can say is that the whole world, 
matter, soul, space, time, cause and substance, etc., are with- 
‘out substance and tberefere only appearance. Though the 
Siinyavadins thus speak of the world as mere appearance, they 
however maintain that there is something which underlies this 
appearance. For even when we wrongly superimpose the 
notion of a serpent on the rope, the rope exists though the ser- 
pent does not. The rope is only void of serpent. Similarly 
the qualities, characteristics such as form, ete., commonly attri- 
buted to things may not exist. Though the denotable proper- 
ties may not exist, the substratum exists. ‘The distinctions of 
'jhdma' and 'jeya, knowledge and knowable, etc., are based 
оп something. As Bodhisalteabhümi puts it: ‘For Sanya 
(vacuity) to be a justifiable position, we must have firstly the 
existence of that which is empty, and then the non-existence of 
that by the absence of whic empty ; but if neither exists, 
how can there be a vacuity? In other words vacuity or void 
implies something which is void or vacuum. Thus the void or 
the Sunya of the Sünyavàdins is not something negative but 
seems to be positive, They speak of it as (athá!a and in their 
description of tathata as the highest reality they speak in terms 
almost similar to the description of Brahman of the Advaita- 
Vedanta. . Tbe (atháta or the metaphysical absolute of the 
п its essential nature real and eternal but we mis- 

itis called ‘bhava’ or existence, 

eh its true nature cannot be expressed by means of language. 
аз Азайда says, ‘ It can neither be called existence or non- 

Ji миме such nor otherwise, It is neither 

“Tt neither increases mor decreases. Itis 
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when your subjectivity is completely obliterated, it is then that 
you will be said to have insight."** The absolute is free from 
relativity, individuality and conditionedness, though it, is self- 
existent and the source of all. Моге positively it is the efful- 
gence of great wisdom ; the universal illumination of the dharma- 
dhatu (universe), the true and adequate knowledge, the mind 
pure and clear in its nature, the eternal, the blessed, the self- 
regulating and the pure, the immutable and the free.? It is 
now clear that the highest reality of the Madhyamikas is almost 
identical with the Brahman of the Advaitins ; and Madhavacirya 
makes it still clearer by quoting from Vivekavilasa that 
Madhyamikas admit only the featureless self-subsistent con- 
sciousness as the highest reality. It has been probably called 
‘Sanya’ by the Madhyamikas because no proof can be applied to 
it as it is totally featureless. Hence it is that Anandatirtha in 
his Tattvoddyota points out that there is no difference between 
the Sanyavdda and the Mayavada.* 


‘Though there is a striking si 








rity between the Sanyavada 





1 Vide Suzuki, The Awakening of Faith, p. 58. 
a Vide Suzuki, The Awakening of Faith, p. 96. 
(a) Vide also the Buddhist verse quoted by Anandatirtha—Nasya 
sattvarnasattvath và па dogo gupa eva và, 2. 2. 9. 
‘Heyopideyarabitarh tatéünyath padamakgayam, 
Of. the Advaitio conception of Brahman. 
3 Vide Sarvadariana-sarhgraha, p. 45. 
Kovalih sarhvidarh svaathich manyante Madbyamab punab. 
4 Vide Tattvoddyota (Madhvavilisa Book Dep., Sütra, 2.2, 29) 
Na ca éinyavidinah sakãkãd vailakşaņyarh maykvidinab. "The following 
resemblances have also been pointed out freres] 
Tattvoddyota : (i) The Brahman is nirdharmaka, nirguna, ni E 
жо {в the Sanya of the Sdnyavadins. (ii) The Brahman is nipkriya, dovoid 
of all activity, the Parmenedian Being, во is the Stays. (iii) The Brahman 
ja indescribable, and cannot be squeezed into conceptual categories, во ia the 
‘Sanya. (iv) ‘Tho Brahman manifetteiteclt ox as tho > phenomenal universo, 
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and the Mayavada in respect of the nature of their ultimate 
reality und various other points as noted by Anandatirtha, the 
former, on closer examination, will be found to fail in the ex- 
planation of the cosmic evolution. As we have seen, the 8йпуа- 
vacins explain the cosmic process by reference to what they call 
cyclic origination. But the question is this: If their ultimate 
reality is totally featureless how is its modification or appearance 
the basis of the manifold world tobe explained? If it i 
said that appearance or cyclic process of cosmic evolution i 
generated by the working of the beginningless desire in it, the 
ultimate reality will no Jonger remain featureless. If, on the 
contrary, the beginningless desire has no relation to the absolute 
reality, the world process itself becomes an inexplicable enigma 
and again this will lead to dualism, the desire being an indepen- 
dent reality. Hence аз we saw in the саве of the Yogacara 
school, the problem of the relation of the ultimate reality to the 
world-process remains as unsolved as ever. 

As regards the objective implication of knowledge 
Rám&nuja's view-point is known ав Satkhyati- 
vada. All so-called appearances forming the 
object of knowledge exist as objectively valid 
entities. Objects аге regarded as prior to knowledge and the 
act of knowledge functions to bring them into relation 
with the knowing subject. Appearances even in false per- 
ception are valid, implying objective reality. This reality is 
mot merely objective or relative but absolute. Ramanuja has 
tried to bring out this realistic aspect of knowledge from the 
Vedas. Even in erroneous perception whatever is cognised is 
something existent ; knowledge in the absence of corresponding 
object is an impossibility. ‘In other words, the agreement 
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Gs ie san. (s) The Brahman is the goal of the Advaitin's spiritual 
and endeavour, so is the Sünya the goal of the moral and 
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between knowledge and its object should extend from the ‘that’ 
(prakarin) to the ‘what’ (pratüra) also of what is presented." 
Raminuja is thus an advocate of extreme realism, The time- 
space-cause world, to him, is an absolute reality endowed with 
real qualities. And it isthe real world that forms the object 
of our knowledge, Every appearance hasa value and validity 
of its own, and whatever appears and forms the object of ex- 
(sat) truth. As regards normal perception Rámánuja's 
not very difficult to follow but so far as erroneous 
эп is concerned the position is somewhat 
difficult, For illusory pereepts cannot s: (y the pragmatic test 
which may be accepted as the real mark of empiric (ruth. To 
establish bis position on the philosophic basis Raminuja argues 
that the main function of consciousness is to enlighten experience 
and it would be the height of folly to go against the evidence of 
self-consciousness. Self-consciousness cannot go against its own 
revelation and commit suicide and self-negation. The evidence 
of self-consciousness even in false perception cannot be doubted 
for even in illusion, there сап be no question about the appear- 
ance of something as also that this form of consciousness can be 
embodied in a judgment. The difference between an illusion 
and an empirically valid perception consists in this, that while 
the object of the former can be negated or proved false as a result 
of practical endeavour, the latter cannot be gainsaid as it satis- 
fies all pragmatic demands. As a form of consciousness both 
























validity and are real in our experience. 
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by the element of silver it contains, Rāmānuja corroborates 
this epistemological realism by a reference to the metaphysical 
theories of Pafctkarana or Trivrtkarana'—the former holding 
that all the cosmic manifolds are mixed substances, containing 
all the five bhitas or gross elements and the latter implying 
that the cosmic world is made tripartite and this tripartite con- 
stitution is apprehended even in all valid perceptions. For 
example, “the red colour sensation in the burning fire comes 
from primal elementary fire, the white colour from water, the 
black colour from earth." * The threefold nature of the burn- 
ing fire is thus proved and the same principle holds good in the 

, everything being composed or compounded of 
all the three primary elements. On the basis of this theory 














In the erroneous perception of mirage, the cognised 
water is really there in the overheated sandy waste which has a 
tripartite constitution or is a product of tbe five cosmic bhatas 
and not merely of pure earth though the earth constitutes the 
preponderating part of The other primary elements are 
however there in small quantities. Here the perception of water 
is thus a presented datum actually existing in front of the par- 
ticular percipient and the cognition is of the something that is 
really existent or sat. 
(2) In the case of oyster-silver Rámanuja similarly argues 
that the illusion of shell-silver is due, among other causes, to the 
similarity between the two substances, viz., their peculiar !ustie. 
similarity means, to Rāmānuja, the presence in the ‘shell’ 
" HAN 
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actually presented." Ошу itis not the bhatas as such that 
are brought together here, but what are derived from them— 
bhitas. The shell is a-compound not of prthivt, tejah, ete. 
in their premitive form, but of certain differentiations of them, 
the ‘shell’ being a particular modification of prthivi and silver, 
as indicated by the lustre of tejah. * 

‘Chis realistic explanation of Rāmānuja on the basis of the 
primitive elements and the structural affinity of the physical 
world, may hold good only in cases where the objects of illusory 
percepts are made of bhülas or gross elements. But in other 
cases when the white conch is seen as yellow by a person with a 
jaundiced eye, a different explanation bas to be given to establish 
his theory of Satkhydticada or that which exists is alone cog- 
nised. In explaining the erroneous perception of the white 
shell being seen as yellow RAmannja in his Bhüsya argues that 
the visual rays issuing from the eye come in contact with the 
bile—the element of which is already existent in the eye—kiss the 
shell. and the result is that the whiteness of the shell being sup- 
pressed by the yellowness of the bile isnot apprehended ; the 
shell thus appears as yellow just as if it were gilded. The bile and 
its yellowness is, owing to its exceeding tenuity, not perceived 
‘by the standers; but thin though it be, it is apprehended by the 
person suffering from jaundice, to whom it is very near, in во 
far as it issues from his own eye, and through the mediation of 
the visual rays, aided by the action of the impression produced on. 
the mind by that apprehension, it is apprebended even in the 
distant object, viz., the shell.” 

‘The explanation advanced by Ramanuja лоо ау the 
_ philosophic: thought. Tt is arbitrary and fanciful. the 

5 of his explanation may be clearly ШО: 
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examining further his interpretation of some instances of 
the erroneous perception. The cognition of one's own 
lace in the mirror or in some other reflecting surface is, 
according to Rim\nuja, true in its character, "The fact 
as explained by him is that the motion of the visual rays 
coming forth from the eye towards the mirror, is reversed 
by the mirror, and the rays in their reverse order apprehend the 
person's own face, subsequently to the apprehension of the surface 
of the mirror, Owing to the rapidity of the process there is no 
apprehension of any interval between the mirror and the fact, 
and the fact presents itself as being in the mirror. 

(a) In the case of one direction being акеп for another, 
e.g., when the south is takea as north, the object of perception 
as such, Rámanuja says, is true, Wor the idea of direction such 
ав south, north, etc., being relative to the difference of spatial 
position, the percipient actually cognises the north as such, for 
with reference to another percipient occupying a different space- 
position it is really north and it is only owing to the operation of 
an unseen principle (айгаа) that the particular percipient mi 
takes the south as north. Space as such is one indivisible whole 
and if reference to any particular percipient is overlooked or 
ignored, every direction might be regarded as any direction since 
potentially every direction is all ошег directions. And 
owing to the operation of the unseen principle that all other 
elements of direction are screened up from the view in the case of 
any particular percipient when he mistakes the south as north. _ 

(b) ‘The valid nature of the double-moon perception has 
‘been justitied by Rámánuja. On the basis of his own principle 

argues that either through the pressace of the finger upon the 
‘eye or owing to some abnormal affection of the eye the visual 
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itself, which thus appears somewhat moved from her proper place. 
Although what is presented is the one moon distinguished by the 
apprehension in two places at the same time—an apprehension 
due to the double apparatus of vision—and since the cognitions 
are distinct, the objects, apprehended, must also be taken as true 
inasmuch as there is no cognition of identity between the two 
moons, Thus a double moon presents itself to perception 

In the samê way the 'üre-brand circle” (alatacakra) 
perception may also be explained as trae. The tire-brand swings 
round very rapidly. Its cognition as а бесу wheel explains itself 
through the circumstances that moving very rapidly it is in 
conjunction with all points of the circle described without our 
being able to apprehend the intervals. The case is analogous to 
that of the perception of the real wheel in which case no intervals 
are apprehended because there are none ; while in the case of the 
fire-brand none are apprehended owing to the rapidity of the 
movement. ‘Therefore in the latter case also the object of the 
cognition is true, being really presented. 

(d) In explaining the valid nature of the dream-conscious- 
ness where at least we seem to have experience without corres- 
ponding objects existing at the time, Rimanuja, on the authority 
of the Upanisads, argues that the divinity creates, in accordance 
with the merit and demerit of the individual, things of unique 
nature subsisting for a certain time only and perceived by the 
individual for whom they were created as objectively real entities. 
In agreement herewith the scripture says—‘‘ There are no chariots 
in that state, no horses, no roads, then the Almighty creates 
chariots, horses and roads. There are no tanks, no lakes, no 
rivers, then the God creates tanks, lakes and rivers. For He 

maker." * It means that although there are 
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wonderful power of making all his wishes and plans objectively 
real. 

God is the creator, says Ramanuja “and adds that the reason 
of bis creating such unique things is the same as in the case of 
objects of waking state, viz., the providing of suitable means for 
the individual to experience pain or pleasure according to bis past 
‘karma.’ "The author of the BrahmasRtras also in his sütras, dis- 
cussing the possibility of the individual soul creating the objects 
appearing in dreams, finally decides that the wonderful creation is 
produced by the Lord only for the benefit of the individual 
dreamer,' For во Jong as the individual soul is in the "вайа" 
state, its true nature comprising the power of making its wishes 
come true—is not fully manifested, and hence it cannot practically 
exercise that power. 

According to the Satklyatirada of Ramanuja, whatever we 
may think of its scientific value, true or false (prama or bhrama) 

ion orire Cannot be divorced from reality and even in the 
ao) false knowledge case of objects whose existence cannot be 
жум. vouched for only by individual experience, 
there is no ideal or purely subjective element. If all knowledge 
is equally valid, it may be pointedly asked how the universally 
recognised distinction between the truth (prama) and error 
(bhrama) is to be explained ? The doctrine postulates that only 
what is given is known, it does not however imply that all that 
is given is cognised. Knowledge, no doubt, is always of the 
‘given and of nothing but the given ; but it need not be of the 
whole of what is given. ‘This is evident from the example cited 
‘above. Besides the “ water ' and the silver for instance there is 
“much in the sandy ‘ waste’ and the * shell” that is left unappre- 
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of knowledge. The real implication of Satkhyativada is this: 
there can be no error of commission, all errors are those of omis- 
sion, for all knowledge, though invariably valid, may be incom- 
plete and incomplete knowledge (agraha) may give rise to errors 
of this kind. Thus in the case of the ‘ yellow conch” it is the 
failure to comprehend its whitensss that causes the error. In 
dream-objects again, the fact that they are private to the particu- 
lar dreamer is ignored and they are confounded with the corres- 
ponding objects of normal waking life. hat error is consequent 
of omission is made clearer still in the case of another example 
cited—the fire-brand circle (aldtacakra) where a point, owing to 
its rapid movement, is mistaken for its locus; for while the 
fact of its occupying every point on the circumference is appre- 
hended, the other fact of its occupying them successively and 
not simultaneously remains completely unperceived. 

These illustrations and the statement that error is due to 
incomplete knowing may possibly lead one to think that truth 
is complete knowledge. But that would not be correct, for 
according to Salkhyatioada there may be an element of omission 
even in the so-called true perception. When, for instance, we 
perceive shell as shell there is present in it silver, but 
it із overlooked quite as much as the shell aspect is, when 
the same shell is mistaken for silver. Similarly in the case of 
desert when we cognise it as such, our mind fails to perceive 
the element of water in it. Thus completeness, like 
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point ; from the theoretical poînt of view the inctio ndoes 
not exist. All knowledge without exception is valid and 
necessarily во, but such validity need "not postulate that what 
is known is enough to satisfy a practical requirement, True 
knowledge according to the RAmanujists, is not only ' yathārtha ' 
or agreeing with outside reality but also ‘ cyavahdrdnuguna’ or 
conforming to eyavahára or practical interest in life.' In order 
that knowledge may conform to vyavahāra, it should in the 
first place refer to objects of common or collective experience. 
It is deficiency in this respect as implied in their private charac- 
ter, which makes the yellow conch and the dream elephant 
false, and it is that very deficiency which reveals their falsity. 
In the second place knowledge to conform to * vyarahdra’ should 
comprehend the preponderating element in the object presented. 
The object we call shell may contain silver but the shell part 
predominates in it and it із this predominance that explains its 
being put to use as the one and not as the other ; ‘silver,’ though 
certainly present, is of no account practically because of its 
alpatea or smallness ; and it is this very feature, when discovered, 
that changes the erroneous knowledge of silver into the true 
опе of shell Pramd or true knowledge consists not only in 
correct apprehension so far as it goes, but also implies further 
that it can be of service in life. Bhrama or false knowledge also 
is right so faras it goes; but it docs not go far enough and 
therefore fails to help us in the manner in which it may be ex- 
pected to do. So when erroneous knowledge disappears and truth 
flashes forth as Rámánuja's commentator says, “the artha 
(object) is not negated but only pravrtli (activity) is arrested," * 
A close examination of Rimänuja’s theory of satkhyati 
ета reveals that false knowledge or “ mithyajüana * 
Jámáewss view- might be classified or studied under two head- 
ved: , ings, viz., (0 general or common, (i) private 
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or individualistic. The yellow conch appears to а person with a 
jaundiced eye and the dream chariot is а fact which flashes out 
to a particular dreamer ; they are therefore objects solely of ingj- 
vidual experience. The mirage, the oyster-rilver and such other 
illusory percepts are instances of common errors which any and 
every individual may commit in the practical affairs of life. * The 
mirage-water and shell-silver, etc., are perceived by particular 
individuals and in this sense they are also objects of individual 
experience but yet they constitute a different grade of erroneous 
percepts and are vot on the same level with the former instances, 
as they are subject to common test or verification unlike the 
yellow-coneh and dream-chariot percepts, ‘These latter are 
individual experiences and are perceived as absolutely real by 
the individual and only he can testify as to their validity. Tt 
would thus appear that Ramanuja is forced to admit two classes 
of erroneous perception. And the inevitable implication of this 
istinction is that RAmanuja bas to accept different grades of 
being—an admission which would place his doctrine epistemolo- 
gically on the same footing with the Advaitins. 

Further in explaining the valid nature of the objects of 
dream consciousness, Riminuja was compelled to say that these 
objects are created by the Almighty in accordance with the 
adrsta or merits and demerits of the particular dreamer. А ques- 
tion may pertinently be asked as to what is the stuff out of 
which these objects are created. They cannot obviously be ex- 
plained by the Pavictkarana theory as the dream chariot and 
actual chariot are of different orders, the former being unable 
to satisfy any pragmatic requirements while the latter can, It 
might be said that the will of tbe Almighty is the stuff out of 
which they are newly created, these unique creations being for 
a particular dreamer and only for the time being. This would 
amount almost to the new creations of Maya of the Advaitins, 
for the divine will is itself an inexplicable mystery, which is 
[rid eicere eere creations are for the 

ee: 
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Agin the Satkhyativadin's explanation of the false percep- 
tion of shell-silver implies that the perception of silver is 
yathdrtha or real, though the element of silver present is too 
small to be of any practical utility. Now, if practical 
ог serviceableness is the test of reality, as admitted! 
may be contended that the silver in the shell, serving по practi- 
cal purpose at any time anywhere, may as well be nonest. 
Moreover how i» it that the small element of the silver makes 
itself felt in the illusory perception while the preponderant cle- 
ment of shell is altogether hidden, from view? It stands to 
reason that the preponderant element should make itself felt 
rather than the insignificant element of silver. Bosides if, as 
explained by the Ramanujists, omision and commission be the 
criteria of falsity and truth, it might be argued that in false per- 
ception the doubtful silver (the existence of which i» questioned) 
ja perceived while the shell constituting the name and 
form of the presentation fails to be apprebended. This is 
equivalent to saying that the real object fails to be per- 
ceived and something else asa new creation is apprehended. 
And this is what the Advaitins maintain. Lastly, if the 
metaphysical theory of Pañcikarapa is admitted, how is it 
that, though all other elements are present in the object, only 
the clement of silver is perceived to the entire exclusion of other 
elements ? Instead of silver, why do we not perceive some 
other lustrous substance ? 

-Closely allied to the above view of the араў is sin 
ан view of the Mtmisists known as AAMhyátirada. 
ubt " hey maintain that the object of all knowledge 
Lua is (rue (илат Ла. sarcacijüdmam). The 
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how far the psychological explanation is satisfactory. ‘The view 
is known as Akhydtivdda because, according to this view, the 
cognition of shell as silver is due to the поп-арргеһе of 
the difference between the presented obje -› the ‘this’ and 
the represented idea, viz., the silver. In this illusory perception 
there is a confusion of membry (representation, ¢.g., silver) with 
Each of these elements taken by 
the presentation as such is there and the memory- 
representation of silver also is valid, and it is only the non- 
apprehension of the difference between these real elements that 
leads to the false perception of shell as silver? Memory and 
Presentation are opposed to each other both in their nature and 
object. Thus the form of memory is ‘this is that silver’ while 
presentation implies immediate apprehension. How is it then 
that these two diametrically opposed clements are confounded 
with each other ? The Mimarhsists explain this in the following 
way: "They maintain that owing to some defect of sense-organs, 
the real nature of the something presented (i.e., the this) is not 
apprehended ; but because of its similarity in lustre it excites 
the mental residuum or заўзїаға and revives the memory of 
silver seen before. Again owing to some further fault or defect 
the representative character of this silver (i,¢., the thatness) is not 
apprehended and the silver is cognised as presented; and the 
non-discrimination gives rise to the false perception which seems 
to be as real as an empirically valid cognition of a piece of real 
silver, and leads to appropriate activity.? In further explanation 
‘of this view Salikanàtha, the author of the Prakaranapancika, 
points to the fact that in many cases, elements admittedly 
due to memory appear in consciousness as immediate 
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presentation shedding the form ‘this is that.’ Thus, for 
example, in the continuous consciousness (dharavahikajaana) 
of something such аз a pot or apprehension of meaning 
from a word, the memory elements due to previous presentation 
shed their form of ‘this is that’ and are apprehended as 
immediately presented.’ Again that the silver in the present 
case is due to memory cannot be gainsaid, For it can neither 
be perceptual cognition, there being no immediate contact of the 
eyes with it, nor an inference, there being no middle term or 
helu to make the inference possible: Nor can it be argued 
that silver in the present case is an immediate perception due 
to the similarity of the * this ' with the silver in lustre. For the 
function of knowledge is to enlighten the real character of objects 
and it would be against universal experience to hold that one 
thing can cause the presentation of another in the way suggested; 
for this would be to make life impossible, there being no certainty 
about the objects of knowledge which alone can ensure practical 
success. It has therefore to be concluded that the silver here 
is a representative or memory clement.’ Similar explanations 
apply to the stock examples of dream-consciousness, yellow-conch 
‘perception of the jaundiced, mistaking directions, etc. In 
dreams, the objects though supplied by memory are perceived 
as presented owing to the non-apprehension of the ‘that’ 
element of memory, memory itself being roused to activity on 
account of some unseen principle (adrsta) of the dreamer. 
‘Against this it may however be urged that memory objects such 
аз а golden palace in the air ht appear in dreams though 
the dreamer might have no previous experience of them in order 
to have a memory of them. How are these extraordinary dream- 

henomena to be explained? The Akhyativadins would find 
in answering this question by their own 
 Rümánujists however can escape this by 
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referring to these objects as the new creation of God at the 
time of perception. 

In the case of the perception of conch as yellow by the 
jaundiced, the same principle on non-apprehension of the. differ- 
ence is operative. In shell-silver perception there was non- 
apprehension of the difference between memory (silver) and the 
shell (the this) while in this case, there is the non-apprehension 
of the difference between two perceptions (conch and yellowness), 
‘The way in which it happens is this: Due to jaundice only 
the colour “yellow” is perceived and not the coloured bile, the 
real seat of the colour, and owing to some other organic defeot 
the white colour of the conch is screened from view and 
it is perceived only as something without colour. And as a 
quality cannot subsist apart from a substance nor a substance 
ies, though the locii of the two presentations are 
different owing to'a non-apprebension of difference, the (wo are 
perceived as one.’ In the double-moon-perception the visual 
due to some defect or other, is bifurcated into two 

possible because 
of the non-apprehension of the identity of the two moons? In 
illusion of direction the mistake lies in the fact that the subject 
fails to cognise the distinction between the real direction and 
the remembered direction and this happens just in the same 
way ав in the case of shell-silver. ‘There is only perception of 
direction as such without its real character (as east) plus the 
remembered direction (south) without the elements of remem- 
Brance, and the illusion lies in the non-appreliension of the 
distinction between the two (perception and remembrance). 




























-Again in the case of fire-brand circle, the illusion of n continuous 
circle arises in consciousness owing to tbe non-apprehension | 
different moments cem and time ege 
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It ix now clear that this psychological explanation lays great 
stress on the element of memory in the genesis of false percep 
tion and it further emphasises that false perception is really due 
to the non-apprehension of the difference between memory and 
Presentation. That in so doing the Mimarnsists bave come upon 
a real core of truth is abundantly clear in so far ав all theories of 
false perception have to admit that in the stock example of mis- 
taking the shell for the silver, the element of silver is due to 
memory and the false perception is the result of the non-discrimi- 
nation between the presentation (sl and the memory (silver). 
Further the contention of the Mimiibsists that the element of 
memory (i. ег) in false perception sheds its representative 
character and appears as a presentation is unassailable; for the 
judgment in the case of shell-silver is not that ‘I remember 
(smarami) the silver’ but that I see or know it (janami); and 
it might also be further conceded as an admitted fact that in 
continuous consciousness also the element of representation 
(memory) loses its remembered character and appears as present 
apprehension, Jayantabbaffa, however, here raises a very 
pertinent query. He says that all this might be perfectly true, 
but not from the Mimathsist’s standpoint. He urges that the 
Mimarhsists maintain that knowledge is self-luminous and self- 
valid (sratah-pramaua) and if this is so, how to explain the 
Suppression of its remembered character in the case of silver ? It 
cannot be due to memory for then there would be no non-appre- 
hension between the silver and the shell, nor can it be a present 
cognition, for then it should mean the admission of the Naiyayika 

Ru eames ОН else or what is called 
ili or ae Further as already pointed 
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out, the Akhydtioddins bave no satisfactory explanation to offer 
in those extraordinary cases where memory is lacking, for the 
simple reason that such experiences are impossible. Thus in 
dreams one might see his own head cut off though obviously he 
cannot have any such memory for the obvious reason that he had 
no such experience.’ Again in the perception of double moon 
how are we to explain the false character of the perception seeing 
that according to the Mtmárasists the objects of all knowledge 
are true ? The non-apprehension of identity of the two moons 
might explain the perception’ but that does not sulliciently ex- 
plain the falsity of the perception according to the Mimirhsaka 
theory of reality of all knowledge? 


Against this theory of false perception Gatigesa, the father 
of the Navya-Nyaya school, urges а most formidable objection. 
‘He argues that non-apprehension of the distinction cannot account 
for the activity to which the person subject to false perception 
is prompted. Vacaspati in his Bhamati urging the same objec- 
tion develops it farther. He argues that the activity of the 
conscious agent must be due to knowledge and since the activity 
is directed towards the object (e.g., the this, implying shell) it is 
clear that after the non-apprehension of the difference between the 
this (presentation) and silver (memory) there are intermediate 
stages which the Mimatisists or the Akhyativadins overlook. 











`a, Vide Nyayamanjari, p. 182, Benares Edition. 
__ Brapno tu svasiragchedideratyantinanubbatasya emrliriti kathyamina- 
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The stages are (i) identifying the silver with the this (shell), 
(î) the consciousness that silver is of practical use, (ii) the 
cognition that yonder objeet being silver will serve a practical 
need. It is only when all these stages are gone through that 
activity is possible. For the mere non-apprebension of the 
remembered character, without its identification with the ‘thi 
(shell) cannot lead to practical endeavour on account of its inabi- 
lity to create a consciousness of the utility of the "this." If the 
silver has to be superimposed on the shell, it implies that differ- 
ent attributes other than its own are ascribed to the shell. ‘This 
means that something appears as something else ; in other words 
it is the Anyathakhyati or appearance of something as something 
else which it is really not. 

"Phe théory of illusion known as Anyathakhyativada is held 
by the Naiy&yikas. ‘They develop Ше theory 
in the following manner: As already shown, 

practical endeavour in relation to the perception cannot be ex- 
plained without the identification of the silver with the shell. If 
however it is said that silver is altogether negated as soon as the 
percipient discovers that yonder object is shell, the Naiyh- 
Уікав reply that absolute negation of silver does not follow from 
the cognition that the shell is not silver. All that this implies 
is that silver is not present in the shell. — It does not imply that 
silver as such is nowhere to be found. Again if it is asked how 
"ig it that the silver though not present is perceived as a presen- 
‘tation, the Naiyfyika explanation is that yonder object 











Anyathaknyatieads. 





з Vide (a) Bhümati, p. 28, Bombay Edition. 
таа hi bhedigrabid rojatatvarh samiropya, tajjhti- 
v Vajjitiyatayà idaıhkûrîspade rajato 
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(shell) by its superficial quality of brilliancy excites in the mind 
the residual impression of the silver through similarity and as 
soon as the connotation df silver is thus revived in the mind, we 
have the perception of silver as the underlying substance of the 
connoted quality ; for the quality of a thing and the thing itself 
are inseparable. Thus though the silver is not presented to the 
senses, it has become an object of knowledge inherent in self 
connected with the mind and the senses and the falsity lies in 
perceiving silver not where it really is but in yonder object 
(shell), i.e., falsity lies in taking one thing for anothor.' Hence 
аз Jayantabhatta in his Nyáyamaüjari says, it is not enough to 
stop short by saying, as the Akhyatinadins do, that the silver іза 
pure memory-image with the clement of remembrance dropped. 
We have to go further and say that the silver is a presentation, 
for the form of the perception is * this is silver.’ ‘The memory 
serves as the exciting cause of the perception of silver as а 
presentation.) ‘The only question is how the silver can bea 
direet perception in the absence of sense-contact as, in the present 
саве, the shell and not the silver is in contact with the eyes. 
The Naiyüyika answers this by saying that there is such a 
thing ns perception through the mind even without sense-contact. 
This he calls Jaanalaksanasannikarsa in which there is direct 


1 (o) Vide Nyayamukaranda, p. 81- и, 2, 

Suktidakalameva — kamalàdidosadüsitaloet locitamartbintarerh raja- 
titmand avabbisate, па e», nedari rajatamit b 
‘vatyantiki rajatasyeti sdrhpratam, sa kbalu  sannihitedarhkárüspada- 
\aditmyonigedbid asacnihitatamevisyárthadAyati ma — punarityantikim- 
asattàm. ə 

. (b). Vide Nyayomnhjari, р. 182. 

P le) Vite Myayomenjacd, р. 182. 
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perception, for example, of the fragrance of sandal wood 
(surabhicandanam) when we only see ît." 

A close scrutiny of the different theories of false perception 
reveals the fact that the Anyathakhyatioada of the Naiyayikas as 
a principle underlies all other khydlioadas or theories of false 
knowledge. Thus according to the Atmakhyatioadins ideas or 
оіўйапав appear as other than ideas, i.e., as outward objects 
though they are not really so ; to the Asatkhyatioadins that which 
is purely non-existent appears as 'sat' or existent; to the 
Akhyaticadins memory-element appears as presentation ; to the 
Satkhyativading though the appearance is true yet the shell with 
its preponderating elements hidden, appears as silver; to the 
Advaitins the appearance is something other than what is there. * 











1 «‹ Jaänalakşanosannikarga occurs when we porccive the fragrance 
of the sandal wood. When we only see it, the visual presentation recalls 
the fragrance with which mands comes into contact. It is indirect 
perception, "The Jainss think that it îs a mixed mode of consciousness in 
which the visual presentation of the sandal and the idos of fragrance are 
integrated. ‘The Vedintaparibhigs holds tbat the presentative and the 
Feprosenintive elements do not lose their identity in the mixed mode of 
consciousness. "The Naiyüyika does mot admit mixed modes of conscious- 
mess. Evory paychosis is single, and tbe atomic nature of manas makes 
two simultaneous psychoses impossible. Во he regarde the visual percep- 
tion of fragrant sandal as a simple psychosis, though itis preceded by the 
visual presentation and the recollection of fragrance. Modern Psychology 
accounta for this phenomenon by the doctrine of the association of ideas." 

3 (a) Vide Sirhkarabbisyn (Introduction), pp. 18-82. ^ 

Таб kecidanyatra snyadbarasidhyasn iti vadanti keciu yatrà 
yadadhykenstadvivekigrabanivandhano bbrama iti, anye tu yatra yadadhya- 
anstasyaiva viparitadbormakalpanimicakgato, sarvathàpi tu nnyssya anya- 











Khyatyantaravidiniüca. 
amáirayapiya Aantkhyatipakge saditmaai, Atmakhyitipslye са arthit- 
mani; Akhyatipakse nuyaviesagamanyaviiesanavons, joánadvayamela- 
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The only point of controversy in their explanation of false 
perception among the different schools is about the nature of the 
object that is apprehénded. The Naiyáyikas hold that. 
mental perception (jnanalaksana) without any sense-contact. 
Ifit is so, it may be asked why it is that the silver which is a 
mental perception is identified with the “ this’ (shell) which 
is an object of direct perception being in contact with the eyes ? 
Mental perception, ¢.g., of the fragrance of the sandal wood is 
obviously indirect while the silver in this false perception of 
shell-silver is cognised as . direct presentation. Hence Sarkara 
and the Sathkarites maintain that there is no doubt about the 
direct presentation of the silver. And this presentation being 
there, it cannot be called unreal nor wholly real as it cannot 
serve any practical need ; it is mysterious or anirvacantya, 
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Nescrexce 






Phenomenal appearance as explained by the monistic philo- 
sophers is the creation of avidya. The world of experience, 
subjective and objective, is а false show on the locus conscious- 
ness. Ajfdna screens the locus and creates implications of 
practical and theoretical reason. vidya is the causa materia of 
the world illusion, inexplicable in its nature. 14 has no begin- 
ning in time and is located in Brahman and as a screening 
principle it hides the true nature of Brahman and creates this 
phenomenal appearance. The position of the monists has been 
seriously questioned by all the theistic schools of Vedanta. A 
good number of objections has been raised by the Raman 
Madhvites and other theistic teachers against the monistic 
interpretation of avidyā. An attempt is made to give here a 
glimpse into the dialectical search of the different Vedintic 
schools with their different standpoints. 

Rãmînujists and Madhvites urge that avidya as an existence 
as held by the monists escapes logical and categorical determi 
tion. It cannot be logically defined. And there is no logical 
proof to satisfy the position of the monists. The author of, 
"Nyüyümrta contends that the Advaita-Vedinta as an epis- 
temological inquiry admits of three categories, riz., (a) 
“the: pure consciousness, (b) the knower and (с) the know- 
Leh сини жем alone exists and the other two cate- 
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and what is due to nescience cannot be nescience itself. More- 
over if it falls in the purview of nescience, then something else 
in the shape of nescience is necessary to account for its existence 
and soon. This leads us to the fallacy of infinite reg 

In order to refute the objections that have been raised by 
the Madhvites, Advaita-Vedanta defines that “Avidya as the 
causa materia of all illusions is without a beginning and posi- 
tive and yet removable by pure consciousness.” 

‘This ajndna bas no definite origin, but has got a definite 
end. The author of NySyamrta asserts that in the case of 
the rope-serpent, etc., the above definition does not hold good. 
Nescience has been defined as beginningless, but as applied to 
rope-serpent has a beginning in point of time. 

‘The Sarhkarites, refuting the objection of the Madhvites, 
divide ajfiana into (i) Tala and (ii) Mala, secondary and pri- 
mary. Tiild, the secondary avidya is tbe concrete form of the 
‘milla the primary avidyd. Avidyā is one in essence and mani- 
fests itself in and through phenomenal appearances of this 
worldly existence. It also works in and through the manifold 
objects of senses. They are but the concrete expressions of the 
one beginningless primary avidya. Just as pure Con- 
sciousness, though eternal and indeterminate, appears limited 
and determinate in the knowledge of the concrete manifold, so. 
avidyà though without a beginning manifesta. itself. oue 
limitation in the concrete worldly ex 
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militates against the law of causation which implies 
that the material cause and effect must be of the same nature. 

If position can give rise to negation, then reali! 
an illusion. Reality is never destroyed because it is eternal and 
Permanent. Illusion will thus never be destroyed because it will 
also share in these qualities. To шее! the objection the Sai- 
karites maintain that the term ‘po 
as applied to avidya, It is a category which is neither positive in 
the ordinary sense nor negative but a third something which in 
different from both position and negation. As the cause of both 
the positive and negative phases of the world, it is at once posi- 
tive-negative in its nature or more truly it is inexplicable and 
mysterious. 

It has been further objected that as nescience is neither posi- 
tive (sat) nor negative (asat) but a third something, it cannot be 
the cause of the world which possesses positive and negative 
characteristics. 

But this is to be refuted thus—though nescience is a third 
something yet it partly shares in the characteristics of the 
bhavatoa and abhdvatea, While possessing the former it can be 
the cause of the positive phases of the world, while sbaring in 
‘the latter, it can be the cause of the negative phases. The law 
of causation does not imply that the effect must partake of the 
‘character of the cause in all points. It should be similar to the 
‘cause in certain essentials. So there arises no violation of the 
doctrine of causality. ‘The world appearance in itself із inexpli- 
cable as its cause nescience is inexplicable. This point will bo 
illustrated later on in connexion with the inexplicability of avidya. 

` In order to meet the objection raised by the Madhvites that 
if reality be the cause of illusion the latter must also be some- 
‚ the Sarikarites argue that perfect community of iden- 
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the опе to the other impossible. Law of causation theréfore 
implies no such community between cause and effect which how- 
ever may agree in their essentials. Again an illusory effect, 
though illusory in appearance, is grounded on the locus-conscióus- 
ness which admits of no change. The Sathkarites maintain that 
what is illusoryin an appearance originates from nescience but for 
the is-ness which runs through it, it is to be referred to the locus- 
consciousness which though unchangeable shines in and through 
all appearances. Yet Brahman which is unchangeable cannot itself. 
be the cause of something which undergoes changes constantly. 
We must therefore seek for causality of this world in something: 
else, So avidyā which is false and inexplicable is the causa 
materia of the manifold whose nature is shrouded in a mystery- 
Ajñâna or Nescience neither partakes of the character of 
being nor non-being. Ц is a third something 
aane mysterious in its character, Rāmānuja con- 
tends that from experience we find two catego- 
ries, viz., sat and asat, real and non-real, the world of objects" 
must be included either in the former or in the latter, according 


as it possesses the quality of existence or non-existence. But 
аўйапа which Advaita-Vedanta, defines as positive-negative, can 
be subsumed in neither of the two. Hence the inex 

character of the world, on which the Sarbkarites take their stand, 
bas been assumed against all logic. The existence of such. am 
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Sarhkarites. maintain that we can realise in our experience a 
third something inexplicable in its nature, a factor which has 
been left out of account by the Ramánujists in their categorical 
determination of the entire existence into sat and asat. So 
they have analysed the entire existence into three categories, 
viz., (1) transcendentally real, (2) empirically real, (3) tuecha 
or imaginary. Accordingeto them sat and asat, judged by their 
connotations, represent the two extreme poles. The one (sat) 
is transcendental reality and the other (asa!) is tuccha or ima- 
ginary in character, The division of the Raménujists into sat 
and asat is faulty as it does not cover the entire existence. 
Room must be found for a third category in the shape of positive- 
negative occupying a middle position in order to account for the 
concrete manifold which, though phenomenal, has a relative 
validity. The world is neither sat nor asat. It stands midway 
between the two extremes, sat and asat. It is sat because 
Partially shares in the quality of existence and ака! because it 
“Partially partakes of the character of non-existence, for though 
‘without a beginning, it bas an end and will die out. The world is, 
because it appears to us, and also is not, because it will cease to 
exist ultimately. It follows also that avidya, the causa materia 
of this world exists because it appears to us, and at the same time 
it does not exist because it ultimately dies out of existence. So 
we find that both the world and its causa materia, avidya, are 
neither being nor non-being but inexplicable in their nature. 
Madhusüdana Sarasvati thus maintains that the inexplicable 
character of nescience is neither sat nor asat nor both. Fior 
the assertion that the world is neither sat nor asat, it clearly 
follows that it can neither be sadasat. Madhusüdana's answer 


Trani 
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is that he has used the third alternative in order to prove clearly 
the mysterious character of this worldly existence." 

Now the question is; if such an inexplicable nescience exist 

‘the charge nac Where does it exist ? What is the seat of 
gr cannot have » nescience ? Nescience is not a self-existent 

entity in the Advaita-Vedanta, for it brings 
in the charge of dualism. Avidya must have a substrate for its 
existence, avidya without a locus (aéraya) and object (visaya) 
is inconceivable. 

Jiva or finite self is a creation of avidyā and cannot there- 

fore be the seat of avidya. Finitude is a mode 
tae wt st of the measuring principle. All finite selv 

and finite existences have their characteristic, 
viz., finitude due to avidya which limits the unlimited, features 
the featureless; and as a result of the limiting activity of avidya 
consciousness which bas no inherent limitation in itself аррем 
ав limited and finite intelligence. Everywhere in the Advaila- 
Vedünta finitude or limitation is due to the operation of. avidyd* 
and what is a product of avidyā cannot form the support or 
substrate of acidyá. 

Técara-consciousness also is not beyond limitation nnd on 
the same ground it cannot also be the locus of avidya. If it be 
argued that the nescience which has finite intelligence as its 
locus, is quite different from the measuring principle which ori- 
ginates Jiva- and Zévara-consciousness, it leads to the fallacy of 
infinite regress, for the originating principle also requires its 
locus and so on, 

1 quo) Tattatpratiyogidumirapatimatraprakataniya.—Ad. S., p. 021, 


(b) Ibid, рр. 620-25. 
(c) Citsukhi, pp. 64-57 and 74, 82, Bombay Edition. 
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Brahman which is pure, self-luminous consciousness is 
Aman cannot te Opposed to avidya which is sublated by know- 
"HH. ' ledge and cannot be the support of acidyā. 
Against these charges of the critics the Advaitins argue 
that both finite and infinite consciousness may form the substra- 
tum of avidyā. As regards the seat of avidya there are chiefly 
two theories. Vacaspati and his school hold that avidya is 
located in the finite Jiea-consciousness. Sarvajiatmamuni, 
Prakisitman and Anandabodha, who belong to the old school of 
the Advaita-Vedánta, maintain that avidya located in the 

absolute consciousness. 
The charge of begging the question levelled against Vácas- 
pati’s position is refuted by Madbustdana 
svatt on the ground that both finite con- 
sciousness and avidya are without a beginning 
in time, both exist simultaneously from cternity—one is the 
principle of modification and the other is the subject modified. 
They are not interdependént entities. Madhusüdana further 
observes that the percipiency of Jtca is not dependent upon 
avidya and the charge—avidyd creating süksi or witness in- 
telligence and sakgi revealing avidya does not stand. The 
pereipiency is a” potent fact and can in no way be affected 
by its association with avidyā, And ovidyû is revealed by 
_ his percipiency of witness intelligence; Again nescience and 
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bas ite locus in consciousness and depends upon conscious- 
mess for its existence but consciousness is not located "in 
 nescience, and does not depend upon avidya for ite existence." 


А cannot totally « a Jiva or the percipient subject but 
a limitation up 








290 POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS 


interdependence cannot be brought forward here yet the question 
of inter-subordination (anyonyadhinata) of avidya and Jiva 
cannot be denied. Inter-suboi ion means a relation between 
avidya and Jiva and the relation is explained as one of contain- 
er and the contained. In support of this relation Madhusüdana. 
contends that just as one conceives a pot enclosing the sky, 
imilarly avidya is conceived as the limiting principle or vessel 
enclosing within it consciousness, which is thus turned into 
Jiva or finite self." 
Madhusüdana's explanations of Vacaspati's position shows 
that Jiva has two aspects—consciousness and finitude ; as con- 
sciousness, it is eternal and unlimited as the sky enclosed in the 
pot in the given example and its finitude is only due to avidya. 
Hence like the pot, асійуа, though it limits the Jiva, cannot 
completely affect its whole nature and Jiva as percipient subject 
can be the seat of avidya. 
‘The old school of the Advaita-Vedinta holds that Brahman is 
the seat of avidya. Against the objection of the critics that 
ремик oe pare EOE Consciousness which is of the nature of 
аады "ihe light cannot sustain sand support ajadna 
ie eren which is of the nature of darkness and as 
such quite opposed to consciousness, Madhusidana argues that 
the charge of contradiction is not to the point. The locus of 
avidya and its destructive factor are not one and the same thing ; 








what reveals ajfdna is undivided Pure Being-Bliss-Consciousness 


Й 
е 


~ аўйапа is supported and sustained by T-consciousness and not 


vidya and. cannot, as we have seen, be the support of 
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opposed to knowledge which is characterized by the same subject- 
object reference. Absolute consciousness is neither a thought 
activity nor a judgment construction, It is a super-logical real- 
ity. Tt is not contradictory to avidyā. Consciousness a 
process is contradictory to avidya. Thus the opposite capaci 
of knowledge as intuition and judgment are supported by 
Madhusüdana by a commonplace example. The sun which 
lights up cotton, straw, ete., burns them when his rays are 
focussed through a lens. Similarly knowledge which sustains 
avidyà destroys it when knowledge is reflected in mental ertti 
or psychosis." 

The position of the old school of the Advaita-Vedànta hax 
been criticised by the Madhvites on the ground that the old- 
school theory goes against perception and thus involves contra: 
diction, Tn the perception of ajnana which is evident in the 
judgment construction—I do not know, etc., the Madhvites 
contend that nescience is cognised as posited not in the Absolute 
Brahman but in the limited T-consciousness. T-consciousness 
implies egoistic feeling or ahamkara which is inherent in the 
subject of judgment. Now judged from the perceptual standpoint 


























by Brahman. 
The Advaitins refute the charge of the Madhvites by point- 

ing out that the Madhva position involves a petitio princi 

The limited I-conseiou: is the result of the operation of 






avidya. 
ёз аһ to bo noted in this connection that acidyā which 


[ес асе н point of time as applied to rope-serpent, 
$ гш Кы: ie primary 
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tala or secondary avidyā. Tt manifests itself through limitu-- 
tions of the concrete manifold and appears finite and limited: . 
In essence avidya is one and occupies ti е locus. "Though 
in the case of secondary avidya the subjective self appears as *^ 
its support, it is a wrong notion due to super-imposition or. 
аййуйва. Tt is not the limitation which ів а creation of aridyà, ` 
sustains avidyā but consciousness itself 
supports it. Pure consciousness plus limitation creates a fal 
notion implying that the subjective consciovsness is the support 
of avidyā.' AN limitations being the product of avidya cannot 
sustain abidyā. Thus. something unlimited and infinite tran- 
scendening all operations of aridyá must be sought for as the 
locus of avidya and it is tbe Pure Being-Bliss Consciopsnes: 
which is taken аз the seat of. avidyá in the Advaita-Vedanta. 
"We have seen that avidyd is located in Brahman or pure 
consciousness and it also conceals its real nature. -Avidyü's 
function is to coneeal the nature of Brahman 
ana TN ee which is thus known as the object of avidyd. 
Menos by oe The result of avidya’s bus functioning is 
that the real nature of Brahman is not reveal- 
ed to the percipient subject. Avidya er Brahman as 
different from what itis. The Pure Consciousness _ 
thus appears to the percipient as ‘Non-Being. Він Сон i 
The percipient or Jica is identical with this Being- 
sciousness. But owing to the operation of avidya the Jiva for- - 
gets his nature and appears to himself as finite, ignorant, ete., 
and at the dawn of consciousness avidyd is sublated and Jicw 
realises bis identity with Brahman. Avidya as a screening 
principle only veils the real nature of Brahman which is not in 
modified or 
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of avidya is what is called revelation of Brahman. Or in other 
words concealment means the forgetfulness of identity of Jiva 
with Brahman amd revelation. means identity with Brahman. 
„Î Thus Ramanuja’s charge based on the contention that conceal- 
.ment means either obstruction of origination of luminosiy 
prakasotpattipratibandha) or the destruction of existing lumino- 
sity (vidyamanasya vindéo ой) falls to the ground. 
“This positive and inexplicable character of ajñāna is appre- 
hended through perception, inference and some other logical proofs 

3 ть Advaita per. ‘That jana becomes directly eognisable to 

ШМ e» internal perception is patent enough. [rom 

such judgments as ‘I do not know,’ * I do not 

* ^.  know,either myself or others.’ In fact such a judgment presents 

itself directly to the mind. Jt must not be regarded as а case of 

antecedent non-existence of knowledge which is presented to the 

ly through Amupalabdhi an 

indirect proof. Even if it be admitted tbat negation is immediate 

in its perception, the position does not improve. For, the ex- 

perience under discussion presupposes that there is always а cog- 

nitive element in the felf which recognises the negative character 

J of the judgments The consciousness of the non-existence of 

knowledge is some kind of knowledge and as such cannot be ex- 

7 plained away as mere negation, for it leads to an apparent self- 
- 7 — contradiction, 

! То draw out the fallacious logic of its opponent schools 
the Sarbkarites analyse the judgment ‘I do not know,' and 
poiniedly ask whether or not in the above judgment ibe 

í subjective sell, on the one hand, is conceived as the locus or 
substrate of non-knowledge and the predicate of the judgment 


! Tbe Мајувуікав and some otber philosophers, who hold thut 
Anupalabdhi îa mot а separate means of proof, include it under per- 
jion. 


2 Abbūvasya pratyakyatväbhyupagame spi aysmanubhavo nitmojfiünà- 
earn CT M 
jnhnübhàva-pratityanupapattcsca. 
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and knowledge, on the other—is conceived as the counter-entity 
of non-knowledge as implied in the predicate. If answered 
in the affirmative, the judgment can form mo valid conception 
as the subject and the predicate are contradictory in their 
import and as such cannot be joined by a copula. The other 
alternative remains and it may be argued that in the judgment 
there is no apprehension of knowledge. In that case the 
very conception of the non-existence of knowledge becomes 
impossible, for knowledge stands as the counter-entity of non- 
knowledge in the predicate df the judgment and no conception of 
negation is possible without the conception of its counter-entity," 
If on the other hand non-knowledge be viewed not as a negative, 
but as a positive entity, there arises no contradiction even if there 
is (as there is in fact) at the same time knowledge of self as 
qualified by non-knowledge, and of knowledge as the counter- 
entity of non-knowledge. We therefore must accept the con- 
clusion that the state of knowledge expressed by the judgment 
* Iam non-knowing,' has for its object a non-knowledge which is 
w positive entity, 
The theory of the Advaitins to propound аўйана as a positive’ 
entity has been criticised by the Raman They argue that- 
. по perception based on sound principle reveals 
sien кал ајйана to be positive in nature. In such judg- 
v ment constructions as * I am not knowing,” *1- 
know neither myself nor others, the contradictions, which are 
said to vitiate the antecedent non-existence view of knowledge, 
equally affect. the position of the ко who explain 
md аз a positive entity. 
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equally destructive of their own theory- Thus it may be ques- 
tioned whether or not the inner Reality is known as tbe object 
and substrate of avidyā. If koown, it leaves no room for 
nescience which must die out by the cognition of the true nature 
of the inner reality. On the other band, if it be not known, how 
can there be any possibility of nescience without its objects and 
locus ?' Now the answer given by the Advaitins to meet these 
objections, equally redeems the position of the Ramanujists. The 
Advaita-Vedinta, for example, explains that what really is 
contradictory to а}ййпа is the pure presentation of Self or Reality 
but not the limited I-consciousness which is but an obscure presen- 
tation of reality. So in the judgment construction there i 
fact no contradiction between the cognition of the substrate and 
the object on the one side and knowledge of ajàama on the other, 
for, the T-consciousness, the subject of judgment, is not pure but 
an obscure presentation of reality, The Raminujists may acquit 
themselves with the same answer. No contradiction is involved 
if ajndna be viewed as antecedent non-existence of knowledge. 
For it may be contradictory to the pure presentation of Reality 
but not to the limited presentation of T-consciousness. Во 
ajhdna, as antecedent non-existence of knowledge, may have. its 
object and locus in the self in its obscure presentation. Hence 
the Adyaitins make no real advance by framing а new theory on 
the positive nature of avidya. 
Moreover, whether viewed as a positive entity or as the 
prior non-existence of knowledge, in either case it comes out, 
ая its conn mon-knowledge or negation of 
nag бе as that which is other than knowledge, or that 















па bhüsarüpamajtánarh pratiyote, es jüimaprig- 
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which is contradictory to knowledge; and in each one of these 
cases it is admitted that non-knowledge implies pre-conception 
of knowledge. So non-knowledge as held by the Advaitins also 
suggests its relativity to the cognition of knowledge 
as the antecedent non-existence of knowledge impl 
pre-existence of knowledge as its counter-entity. The Advaitins, 
therefore, in their imputation and refutation bave indeed argued 
for both the schools. They have gained nothing by ascribing a 
positive character to non-knowledge. So antecedent non-exis- 
tence of knowledge, whose entity is admitted by both the schools 
should be accepted for the explanation of the judgments discussed 
above." 
Against this contention of Raminuja, the Sarhkarites argue 
that antecedent non-existence of knowledge 
(nanapragabhaca) is not admitted as a distinct 
category by the Advaitins. Even admitting for argument's sake 
that there is such a category as antecedent non-existence, 
the ајлапа of the Advaitins is very different from it, for it is not 
of the nature of non-existence ; it is a distinct category different. 
from both positivity and negativity as we bave seen in our pre- 
vious discussion, If ајйапа meant antecedent non-existence of 
jana then it would have been negation of knowledge and 
contradictory to it. But according to Advaitins ајлапа is not 
admitted as contradictory to jiana or knowledge, for it resides. 
there, i.ê., in pure consciousness, and conceals its real nature 





Advaitin’s answer, 


and as such it is not something negative. It is said to be of the 
nature of darkness and darkness is, according to the Advaitins, û 
positive entity. Again since ajadna is perceived, it cannot be 
something negative, for Advaitins do not admit that а 
` negative: сап be perceived, and that 

7 ass: e logical p 
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Again, the Advaitins argue that ајйана as a positive entity 
Advaitio'sinfertoce is also proved by inference in the following 
[IC ® f я 
poriv form: 





4 Jut as the first rays of a lamp, which light up and illu- 
minate objects not already illuminated, annihilate darkness 
having the following four characteristics, viz. :— 

(1) that the darkness is not merely the negation of light, 
but has а positive existence—a concrete content ; 

(2) that the darkness had been screening the objects which 
are afterwards illuminated by the rays of light; 

(8) that the darkness is capable of being annihilated by 
the rays of light; and 
(4) that the darkness was located in tbe locality now 
occupied by the rays; 
зо the knowledge established by опе of the different means of 
proof (pramava-jidna) which lights up or intellectually illu- 
minates the objects of knowledge, which were not known before, 
annihilates ignorance having four similar characteristics, piz., 
(1) that ignorance is not merely the negation of knowledge, but 
has n positive existence; (2) that ignorance bad so long been 
screening the objects which are afterwards intellectually illumi 
mated by the pramana- -јлапа or knowledge established by the valid 
means of proof; (3) that this ignorance is capable of being 
annihilated by the act of intellectual illumination; and (4) d 
the ignorance ‘was located in the locality of the said illumination,” 


n e Patopidiki-vivaraga, р, 18, Benares Edition. 
svaprāgabbāva-y E 
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"To put the argument in the form of a syllogism :— 


All instances of lighting up or illumination (whether in- 
tellectual or otherwise) of objects not already illuminated are 
instances which are invariably accompanied or preceded by the 
annihilation of a substance having four characteristics mentioned 
before (1, 2, 3, 4). 

All instances of knowledge established by one of the different 
means of proof are instances of lighting upor illuminating ob- 
jects not already illuminated. 

All instances of the knowledge of proof are instances which 
are invariably accompanied or preceded by the annihilation of a 
substance (ignorance) possessing tbe above four characteristics. 

‘The суйрї# or the universal concomitance in this syllogism 
is established by the observation of the single instance of physi- 
cal or material illumination of objects by the rays of light Tt 
worth notice here that the physical illumination of material 
objects by means of the light of a lamp and the intellectual illu- 
mination, i.e., the apprehension of objects of knowledge by 
means of perception, inference, ete.—these two entirely different 
kinds of illuminstion—are treated as belonging to the same 
category. 

"Te above argument may be put also in the form of a bypo- 
thetical-categorical syllogism as follows :— — 

In all cases if there is any lighting up or illumination of 
objects mot already illuminated there i» an antecedent or 
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concomitant annihilation of substance having the above four 
characteristics. 

‘Phere is a lighting up or illuminatión of objects (not already 
illuminated) in the knowledge of the valid means of proof. 

‘There is an antecedent or concomitant annibilation of a 

substance having the said four characteristics in knowledge. 

Here also the major premise—the ryapti—is a general 
proposition the truth of which is established by the observation 
of a particular instance, viz., that in the case of illumination of 
objects by rays of light there is ап invariable antecedent or con- 
comitant phenomenon, ie, the annihilation of darkness which 
is a positive form of being. 














ийм, site Rámánuja raises the following objections 
Жый. against tbe above inference of the Advaitins :— 


"The instance of physical illumination is nota relevant in- 
stance at all and does not establish the universal relation of con- 
comitance between the phenomenon of illumination and the 
phenomenon of annihilation of ignorance asa positive form of 
existence, because intellectual illumination 1з quite different fron 
physical illumination. ‘The term prakdsa is used here in two 
different senses, Prakasa as intellectual illumination means 
apprehension of objects of knowledge in perception, inference, ete, 
This i intellectual illumination is due, not to light, but to con- 

7 Light cannot 
produce intellectual illumination or apprehension of objects of 
knowledge, it simply helps the operation of the organ of vision by 
ваа ч. darkness which stands in the way of 

Intellectual 
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There being no resemblance in kind between the two entirely diffe- 
rent types of illumination the instance of physical illumination is 
an irrelevant instance." The fallacy of false analogy therefore 
vitiates the whole body of the argument. The fallacy of ambiguity 
in respect of the term prakāśa (illumination) is equally worth 
notice. 

Even assuming for argument's sake that illumination 
(prakása) means not only intellectual illumination, i.e., appre- 
hension of the objects of knowledge, but also any function which 
helps or facilitates the act of intellectual illumination (such as 
the operations of the sense organs, light, etc.) it follows that in 
every instance of illumination in this wide sense there must be 
present as an invariable antecedent or concomitant a substance 
bearing the four characteristics mentioned above. Just as in the 
instance of the rays of light which illuminate the objects not 
illuminated already the annihilation of darkness is present as ап 
invariable antecedent ; just as in the instance of intellectual illu- 
mination of the objects of knowledge the annihilation of a positive 
substance, viz., ignorance is present as an invariable antecedent ; 
similarly in the instance of illumination (i.e., operations help- 
ing apprehension of objects) effected by the organs of senses, the 
annihilation of a similar substance, another ignorance (ajñāna)— 
must be present as an invariable antecedent or concomitant. 

And again we can infer another non-knowledge as an 
invariable antecedent or concomitant to this ајйапа which this 
inference aims at ; for this ajñāna under discussion also being 
bused on a valid inference comes under the head of pramana- 
jhàna or knowledge established by valid means of proof. 

Now if another ajñäna be established as an antecedent to 
this ajnana which this inference tries to prove, that ajñāna must 
hide, as the inference implies, the non-knowledge which is located 
in the Brahman and veils it and not the Brahman itself. And as 
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the second аўййта has avidya the screening principle of Brahman 
asits locus and object, it bas no bearing upon Brahman. Tt, 
therefore, has got no utility in the range of our philosophic spe- 
culation as the supposition of such an ajñāna stands without any 
purpose. Ajfidna is cognised as a screening principle in our 
philosophic conception. It hides Brahman the locus-conscious- 
ness and as a becoming principle it produces this cosmic manifold. 
If no such purpose be served by admitting a second аўййла as an 
antecedent to the positive avidy@ proved by the said inference, 
is completely useless to suppose such ^an entity." And from t 
supposition this inference involves as well the fallacy of infinite 
regress. But the instance of these two separate ignorances 
which may Ке proved by the same logic advanced by the 
Opponent himself, would be contradictory * (viruddha) to the 
conclusion drawn by him. The fallacy therefore lies in the 
universal major premise—that all instances of illumination are 
preceded by the annihilation of a positive form of existence having 
certain characteristics, which is not only materially false but 











1 Pramîpajûînaaya aprakiditirthaprakisakatvit svavişayãvarenûjûÃ- 
nüntarasidbakatve sati tadajüünarh Brahmasvarapicchidakarh sigidbayigita- 
majnünamivrooti, tenivrlatvat tadajüanarb Brahmapå na sikgit kriyato, 

. apüramürthasya apratiyemánasya kiryakaratvayogit ajfiinakalpani nisphn- 
1а tirodhinardpakiryarthath Ы tat kalpand, 








Srutaprakāđikā, p. 178. 


2 (a) When the phenomenon implied by the middle term, instead of 
invariably accompanying the phenomenon ir plied by the major, is not at all 
found to occur slong with it we have а fallacy called viruddhahetuh. 

.  Aesórling to Vatsyayanabhisya viruddhahetuh means a reason which con- 

` ffudiotê the final conclusion. Thus it may also be taken as a fallacy of self- 
contradictory reasoning. 
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also, when closely examined, is found to be contradictory to 
the conclusion drawn by.the opponent himself. 

If the opponent argues that in the instance of intellectual 
illumination alone ignorance having the said four characteristics is 
present as an invariable antecedent, but in the instance of illumi- 
nation effected by the organs of senses and also in the instance of 
illumination indicated by the opponent’s inference of ajnana, no 
Separate ignorances are present as invariable antecedent or 
concomitant, then it amounts to a denial of the vyapti—a denial 
of universal relation of ‘invarible concomitance between the 
phenomenon of illumination and the phenomenon of annihila- 
tion of ignorance. Thus the universal premise which states 
this relation of universal concomitance would be false; or in other 
words if the phenomenon of illumination is sometimes preceded 
by the annihilation of ignorance and sometimes not, then there 
can be no generalisation at all of any relation of invariable con- 
comitance between the two phenomena and therefore the exis- 
tence of ignorance on the basis of the said inference would not 
be established at all. The vyaptior the general proposition is 
materially true when the invariable concomitance between the 
two phenomena is established by observation of an adequate 
number of instances. But if there be some instances in. which 





by the major term, the result 
lisation of the rel 
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Properties and destructibility. From these instances one may 
generalise that all things having tactual properties are things 
which are liable to destruction ; with this universal proposition 
as the major premise a syllogism may be thus constructed— 

All things having tactual properties are things which arê 
liable to destruction. 

Sound is not thing having tactual properties. 
=". Sound is not a thing which is liable to destruction, 

This inference is fallacious ; apart from other fallacies it ів 
subject to the fallacy of the falsity of the major premise. It is 
Rot true that in all instances without any exception the presence 
of (аси properties invariably accompanies the presence of 
destructibility. There are negative instances in which tactual 
Properties are not accompanied by destruetibility, Tt is found 
that atoms though they possess tactual properties are not liable 
to destruction (drsyate sparfacamáca апит nityasca iti). "These 
negative instances must not be neglected. Hence if the Netu, 
or the phenomenon implied by the middle term, is found in 
some instances to accompany and in some other instances not 
to accompany the phenomenon implied by the major term 
(sadhya), then there can be no vyapti—no universalisation of 
‘the relation of concomitance between the two phenomena. This 
fallacy of inference is ultimately based upon а fallacy of non- 
observation, i. e., neglect of negative instances which should 
һа Ua taken notice of." 


9) Азаар snvyabbicárab nityaly бада) asparíatvàt spar- 
duree anityab дгар, na са tathā asparóavān éabdah tasmāt 
tabduh sparías арор nityasco, аврагёй buddhiranitya ca. 
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To judge the inference under discussion from this stand- 
Point the opponent is placed between the two horns of а 
dilemma. * 

If in all instances, without a single exception, illumination 
is preceded by the annihilation of ignorance then in the instance 
of the particular inference of the opponent and also in the 
instance of the operation of sense organs the existence of 
different ignorances as separate substances would be established 
—which is contradictory to the position of the opponent. 

Again if there are some. exceptions in which illumination 
is not preceded by annihilation of ignorance then the relation 
of concomitance would not be universal and consequently the 
‘opponent's conclusion would be false, being based оп а false 
major premise. 

Illumination is preceded by ignorance either in all cases 

out exception or there are some exceptions. 

^. The opponent's position is either self-contradictory or 
subject to the fallacy of the falsity of the major premise, 

Hence the inference as advanced by the Advaitins for the 
establishment of u/fidna as a positive entity is fallacious in more 
ways than one ; and on the basis of this inference, says Rami- 

positive character of ојйапа cannot be established. 

‘Again to prove the untenable character of the Advaitin's 
inference Rámanujists advance the following counter-reasonings ; 

1. Ajaana which is a matter of dispute, is not located in 
Brahman which is pure consciousness, because it is ajfana like 
the аўййпа seen іп oyster-silver. — AjAdna can reside in а 
conscious being or knower nnd not in absolute consciousness. - 

veils the true nature of the oyster and - 
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knowledge veils the object of that knowledge. Thus ajfdna of 
oyster is sublated by knowledge because oyster is an object of 
knowledge. If the ајйдпа regarding Brahman be removable 
by knowledge, then Brahman becomes an object of knowledge. 

4. Brahman cannot be the location of ajfana because 
Brahman is not a knower as the pot is not а knower. 

5. Inferential knowledge cannot have an antecedent 
ajñāna other than its own antecedent non-existence, because it is 
knowledge derived from valid proofs. The inference which 
has been advanced by the Advaitins to establish ajAdma proves 
the existence of another ајлапа veiling this ајлала establish- 
ed by the Advaitin's inference. Thus the Advaitin's inference 
leads to the establishment of ajüdna, which goes against the 
Advaita position. To avoid this, it is better to deny ajfana as a 
positive entity ; ajadna can only be antecedent non-existence 
of knowledge. 

6. Knowledge cannot destroy an entity (vastu). For 
this knowledge is mere knowledge without being endowed 
with special powers. Knowledge and that which is other than 
knowledge can destroy a substance only when endowed with 
special powers, such as the kuowledge of yogins and the club. 

7. Ајйапа which is a positive entity cannot be sublated 
by knowledge because it is positive in its character like the pot. 











1 (a) Vividadbyfsitomajoinash па jn&namitra Brabràérayarh ajünatvàt, 

Auktikidyajbanavat. ў 
(b) Vivadidhyüsitamnjtánarh па jfänāvaraņaın sjûênatvût éuktikidya- 

jainavat, visoyávaraparh bi tat. 

` (c) Ajninarh па jünenivartyarh jninevigaySnivarapatvat—yajjainani- 


 vartyamajüánarh tajüüosvisayhvaragnih yatbà fokiyidysjüünam. 
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Against these objections of Ramanujists the Advaitins con: 
ye 2 tend that they do not admit an ајлапа which 
infos rer. ° els айана. Тһе inference is not intended 
to establish ajüdma ; it is established by sakgicaitanya or wit- 
ness intelligence and is without beginning. The inference and 
other proofs are advanced to establish its posi character 
and not existence. No further elaboration is necessary here as 
this point has been already discussed at length in connexion 
With the question of the seat of ајйана. Thus the charge of 
inconclusiveness of the middle term or hetu is not to the point. 
As regards tbe instance of lamp as revealing what was conceal- 
ed, the charge is that knowledge is the only revealing factor, 
and so the analogy of the lamp and knowledge fails, In answer 
to this objection, the Advaitins say that by the expression re- 
venling factor as applied to lamp in this particular example they. 
mean what îs contradictory to non-revealing factors (aprakaga- 
virodhi) and so helping agents such as the sun, light, sense 
organs, etc., are included by the term prakasaka. "They however 
differ in their distinetive functions. 

‘Thus, knowledge is contradictory to nescience which veils 
an object, so it is an illuminating principle, spiritual in nature, 
which is self-revealed and self-evident. 
to darkness which screens am object from the view of the per- 
ceiver. Tt is an illuminating principle but is inert in its nature. 
‘The eye is a primary instrument in visual perception. It is thus 
an illuminating principle but only as an instrument.? 


(0) Bhivaripemajcinarh na jħinavinãéyarh bhavarûpatrat къыйнаб. 
‘Raminuja-Bhisys, p. 178, Bombay Edition. - 
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As regards the counter-arguments advanced by the critics 
tbe Advaitins observe that the first, second, and third inferences 
in which ајйана is the minor term or paksa and the аўййпа in 
the case of oyster is an explanatory example, are faulty because 
they are conditional or (sopadhiks), Condition or upadhi, in 
short is that which is present in the explanatory example but not 
in the minor and thus accompanies the major and is not invari- 
ably accompanied by the middle. fn the inferences under con- 
sideration the explanatory instances may be characterised by 
secondary ajhdma or pallacajadna as distinguished from the prin 
ciple of cosmic illusion or malajnana. Тһе aj&dma residing 
in oyster can be explained as  pallaedjüdma but ajnana 
the minor or pakşa, which means milajiana cannot be во 
explained. 

‘The fourth inference again is conditional because the explan- 
могу example, the pot, can be characterised as phalavyapya but. 
not Brakman, the minor term in the syllogism. 

‘The fifth inference does not affect the Advaitin's position, 
‘for they do not prove by their inference the existence of ne» 
science but only its positive character, nescience being established 
by Sakgicaitanya, or witness intelligence 

Tn the sixth inference the middle is unreal in itself because 
knowledge is a self-Iuminous, self-evident entity in which there 
can be no addition or subtraction of power. Thus the middle as 
determined by the absence of special power cannot be established. 
‘The middle is called ı isegandsiddha or is not established in respect 


adjuncts. 
бошу or invariable concomi 
е | of t aj&ima of oyster-silver 
a according | 
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‘This dialectic we have so far followed removes the doubts 
and refutes the charges of the opponents of Advaita-Vedanta and 
establishes avidya, or the principle of cosmic illusion, as a positive 
entity which is inexplicable in its nature. This avidya is begin- 
ningless and being the principle of cosmic illusion introduces 
multiplicity, subject-object relations, individuality, etc., where 
there is but one undifferentiated Being. Pain, sorrow, grief and 
all other evils of life arise from a consciousness of multiplicity. 
То one who sees one in the apparent many no sorrow or no evil 
can соте. But the knowlédge of the absolute one-ness and the 
illusory character of this world does not dawn so long as avidya 
persists. It is only when the veil of avidya or nescience is 
removed, that we can realisé the utter hollowness of this world ; 
we become conscious that this phenomenal world is superimpos- 
ed on the Being whose nature is Being-Bliss-Consciousness. The 
study of the Vedanta removes avidya and reveals true knowledge 
completely disentangled from the accidental impurities. It is in 
absolute monism, where all multiplicity vanishes and where 
knower, knowledge and known are all merged in опе undifferen- 
tiated Being, that we find ineffable Bliss. It is to this end, to 
the removal of misery and to the attainment of Bliss, that the 
study of the Vedanta tends. 
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